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ABSTRACT 
This study was designed to determine the nature and 
intensity of farmers' participation in Integrated Agricultural 
Development Projects (lADP) in Peninsular Malaysia. 
Specifically, the objectives of the study were to; 1) 
determine the demographic characteristics of the farmers in 
lADPs, 2) assess farmers' knowledge of lADP, 3) determine 
farmers' attitudes toward lADP programs, 4) determine farmers' 
attitudes toward lADP personnel, 5) assess the nature and 
intensity of farmers' participation in developmental 
activities in lADP, 6) determine the differences in selected 
variables among lADPs, and 7) assess the relationships between 
selected variables and intensity of participation. 
Data for the study were solicited from 200 farmers 
through personal interviews using a pre-coded questionnaire. 
The farmers were randomly selected from four lADPs: North West 
Selangor, Krian Sungai Manik, West Johore, and West Pahang 
projects. Reliability, frequencies, analyses of variance, 
product-moment correlation, and multiple regression analyses 
were employed to analyze the data. 
Farmers intensity of participation in lADP was measured 
by a composite score derived from: 1) participation in 
decision making, 2) participation in implementation, 3) 
participation in benefits, and 4) participation in evaluation. 
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Findings of the study revealed: 
1) low participation by farmers in lADPs; 
2) significant differences in land ownership, agricultural 
income, total income, composite knowledge score, attitudes 
toward lADP programs, attitudes toward lADP personnel, and 
intensity of participation; 
3) significant relationships were observed between intensity 
of participation in lADP and the following variables: formal 
education, land ownership, agricultural income, composite 
knowledge score, attitudes toward lADP programs, and attitudes 
toward lADP personnel. 
4) six independent variables were found to have significant 
relationships with intensity of participation. However, only 
five variables were included in the proposed prediction 
equation of estimating farmers' intensity of participation. 
The variables were: farmers' composite lADP knowledge score, 
farmers' attitudes toward lADP programs, rice as main crop, 
farmers' attitude towards lADP personnel, and gender. 
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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
As with the other developing countries, Malaysian rural 
development is closely linked with agriculture. Consequently, 
to bring about progress in this sector requires changes and 
improvements in the agricultural sector. Agriculture, which 
includes livestock, fisheries, and forestry, continues to 
play an important role in the economy through its contribution 
to the Gross Domestic Product (GDP), foreign exchange 
earnings, and employment (Malaysia, 1986). 
Malaysian agricultural sector is still characterized by 
three types of holdings — smallholdings, estates, and 
development schemes (Young, 1980). The degree of management 
varies among the three types of holdings. On the one end, the 
estates, which are owned and operated by large private profit-
oriented organizations, deploy a more efficient and well-
organized management. The smallholdings, on the other hand, 
are owned by individuals and are characterized by less 
efficient and unorganized management. The management of 
development schemes, in contrast, is somewhere between the 
estates and the smallholdings. These schemes are organized by 
various government agencies, such as Federal Land Development 
Authority (FELDA), Federal Land Consolidation and 
Rehabilitation Authority (FELCRA), and state governments, as a 
means to provide land to the landless and the poor. 
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The focus of the rural and agricultural development 
programs is the smallholding group which occupies about 60 
percent of the total agricultural land. A large majority of 
this group comprises palm oil and rubber smallholders, and 
rice farmers. Furthermore, the occurrence of poverty is more 
prevalent among smallholders. 
Prior to Malaysian independence, the British colonial 
government had established the Department of Agriculture in 
1905, the first development agency to provide assistance and 
services to the rural populace. Nevertheless, the emphasis 
then was more geared towards urban development, resulting in 
unbalanced development in the rural sector. Development 
efforts were confined to provision of infrastructure and 
economic growth of the primary commodities (rubber and tin) 
for export. 
One year before independence, the colonial government 
established FELDA in 1956. FELDA is mandated to improve the 
economic and social well-being of the poor and landless 
through allocation of farm land and provisions of agricultural 
inputs and extension services. A more intensified commitment 
to rural development was realized in the Second Malaya Plan 
(1961-65), after the failure of the First Malaya Plan 
(1956-60) to contribute significant accomplishment in this 
sector. This realization was reflected in one of its 
objectives — to provide facilities and opportunities for the 
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rural population to improve its level of economic and social 
well-being (Ness, 1967). In order to provide better services 
to different sub-sectors in the rural areas, the government 
established two other agencies — the Department of Veterinary 
Services, and the Community Development Division, both in 
1962. 
After the formation of Malaysia in 1963, the subsequent 
five-year plan was renamed to First Malaysia Plan (1966-70). 
In this plan, the allocation to agriculture and rural 
development was increased to more than double from the 
previous plan: from M$411 million to M$911 million. M$ refers 
to Malaysian Ringgit (Malaysian currency). Beside the 
provision of physical amenities, rural development also put 
emphasis on agricultural education, extension services, 
research, modernization of farming techniques, increased pace 
of land distribution and development, and the setting of 
marketing and credit institutions. Accordingly, the Federal 
Land Consolidation and Rehabilitation Authority (FELCRA), and 
the Federal Agricultural Marketing Authority (FAMA) were 
established in 1966 and 1969, respectively. 
In the subsequent Second Malaysia Plan (1971-75), the New 
Economic Policy (NEP) was enunciated with a two-pronged 
purposes — eradication of poverty and restructuring of 
Malaysian society to rectify racial economic imbalances. 
Within this period, the government also set up the Rubber 
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Industry Smallholders Development Authority (RISDA), and the 
Farmers' Organization Authority (FOA), both in 1973. 
At the surface, the existence of these various 
development agencies were expected to facilitate the 
development of the agricultural and rural sectors. However, 
this did not happen, the opposite was more realized. The 
presence of numerous agencies to work for a specific group of 
farmers in a particular area, without proper coordination, 
resulted in confusions among the clients, duplication and 
wastage of material as well as human resources, and various 
other related problems. The literature (Chambers, 1974; 
Abasiekong, 1982) reveals a real need for a system of 
coordination among agencies to collectively exert more 
comprehensive development efforts. 
Realizing the importance of coordination among 
participating agencies in rural development, the government 
mandated the Ministry of Agriculture to implement the 
Integrated Agricultural Development Project (lADP) concept 
within its in-situ (existing) development programs. 
The history of lADP, as reiterated by Shukor et. al. 
(1983), can be traced to July 1971 when the concept of area 
development was specially selected as one of the national 
projects identified to play a role in the implementation of 
the New Economic Policy (NEP). The establishment of lADP was 
based on the need for a concentrated and integrated program to 
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meet the needs of more rapid development in existing 
developing areas (Mohamad, 1972). Important features of the 
proposed strategy were; 
1. the estciblishment of the principle of area 
development; 
2. the recognition of the importance of social 
factors and participation of farmers both as 
individuals and as members of dynamic farm 
organizations; 
3. the role of the government to help in the 
implementation and monitoring of the program; and 
4. identification of specific elements in area 
development which include physical 
infrastructures, extension, credit, marketing and 
mechanization. 
In retrospect, the primary task of lADP was to make 
provisions for an infrastructure and make agricultural 
services more accessible to rural communities. The former 
involved building and improvement of drainage-irrigation, and 
building of rural roads. Farmers' Development Centers (FDCs), 
and processing centers. The latter, on the other hand, 
entailed provision for extension services, credit, marketing, 
processing, and research (MOA, 1982). 
The lADP approach to rural development was officially 
launched in the Second Malaysia Plan (1971-75). As documented 
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in the plan, lADP was entrusted with the following objectives; 
1) to increase agricultural productivity and hence 
the income of farmers; 
2) to modernize agriculture through utilization of 
appropriate technologies; 
3) to improve the extension services system in rural 
areas ; 
4) to improve the level of living of the rural 
population through their increase participation in 
various agricultural business activities and the 
provision of urban facilities in rural areas; and 
5) to encourage farmers to work in groups through 
the improvement of the institutional set up, farm 
management, and community leadership in rural areas. 
The successful implementation of lADP, to a certain 
extent, depends on the intensity and quality of interagency 
coordination and cooperation, and the level of people 
participation in the planning and execution of the development 
projects in their respective localities. 
The incorporation of two already existing projects, Muda 
Agricultural Development Authority (MADA) and Kemubu 
Agricultural Development Authority (KADA), established in 1965 
and 1967, respectively, marked the beginning of lADP in 
Malaysia. These projects are under the jurisdiction of the 
Ministry of Agriculture, which is also entrusted with the 
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formulation, implementation and monitoring of the present as 
well as future lADPs in the country. Most of the lADPs were 
established through initial financial assistance from the 
World Bank and the Asian Development Bank (ADB). The two 
major reasons for the establishment of lADPs were: (1) to 
incorporate the concept of integration into existing rural 
development programs, and (2) to coordinate the numerous 
functions and programs of the development agencies operating 
in an area. Consequently, the duplication of programs and 
clientele groups would be significantly reduced, and use of 
existing human as well as material resources would be 
maximized. 
Statement of Problem 
The importance of people or popular participation is 
indisputable (Cohen et. al., 1977; Ahmad, 1975; Uphoff et. 
al., 1979; Conyers, 1982; and Cernea, 1983). The United 
States Congress, committed to the pursuance of fuller 
understanding of participation and for a greater achievement 
of popular participation, enacted Title IX of the Foreign 
Assistance Act in 1966. This Act gave the mandate to USAID to 
promote broader popular participation in development, 
particularly among the poor in less developed countries 
(Cohen, 1977). 
The last several decades have highlighted the importance 
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of popular participation as portrayed by its incorporation in 
the national development agenda for many countries. In 
retrospect, this move assumes that the quality of life of a 
nation will be improved with the participation of the 
individual populace in development programs. Pitt (1976) 
supported the "growth from below" approach to development 
which advocates that development started with the 
participation of the less urban or rural community in 
development programs which in turn strengthen the rural 
economy and leads to cumulative growth in the national 
economy. 
About one-half of the world's population live in the 
rural areas of the less developed countries and the vast 
majority of them are poor and with no leverage to change their 
condition (Bernard, 1979). In order to bring change to these 
people, they need to be involved in program formulation and 
implementation, and possibly evaluation. In this regard, 
Conyers (1982) suggested three reasons for popular 
participation; (1) a means of obtaining information about 
local conditions, needs, and attitudes, without which 
development programs and projects are likely to fail; (2) 
people are more likely to be committed to a development 
program if they are involved in its planning and preparation; 
and (3) in most countries, participation is considered a basic 
'right', that people should be involved in their own 
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development efforts. 
Popular participation is also deemed necessary and vital 
in ensuring development as it helps to: (1) define needs, 
(2) facilitate feedback regarding what is taking place in the 
field, (3) take better care of property, (4) decide policy or 
formulating budget allocations, (5) raise funds or arouse 
public-opinion in support of a project, (6) bridge between 
middle-class staff and lower-class clients, (7) serve as 
delegates to a coordinating body or a village council, and (8) 
create or prevent the emergence of protest group (Levi, 1986). 
Lack of involving potential beneficiaries in the design, 
implementation, and management of a project, as highlighted by 
Korten (1983), may lead to the inability to reach a broader 
target audience, failure to sustain local activities, and 
creation of dependencies on the implementing agencies. 
Integrated Rural Development (IRD) is widely practiced in 
many developing countries. This strategy calls for higher 
participation of people in planning and implementing 
development activities (Abasiekong, 1982; and Cohen, 1987). 
In addition, Ahmad (1975) advocated that popular participation 
helps to neutralize resistance to local power structures, to 
counter the indifference of the local administrators, and most 
importantly to encourage owner-user identification. 
Even though the need of incorporating popular 
participation prevails in most developmental efforts, needless 
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to say that, in practice, this noble goal is not fully 
realized. At times, development agents are too engrossed with 
their routine work — conducting training programs, solving 
farmers problems, and distributing subsidized agricultural 
inputs, that they overlook the need for greater popular 
participation. Generally, popular participation in program 
planning may, to a certain extent, delay execution of 
development efforts. Juxtaposedly, some program planner and 
development agents would view people participation as barriers 
to program implementation. These discrepancies might be 
attributed to the lack of proper and adequate understanding of 
the concept of participation among those concerned. 
Realizing the cogent need for incorporating popular 
participation to ensure fullest accomplishment of development 
efforts in lADPs, this study addresses the following pertinent 
questions: What is the nature and intensity of farmers' 
participation in lADP activities? How knowledgeable are the 
farmers about lADP? What are the farmers• attitudes toward 
lADP programs and personnel? What are the factors that 
contribute to farmers' participation in lADP? 
Obj actives 
Congruent with the above pertinent research questions, 
this study was designed to investigate the nature and 
intensity of farmers' participation in Integrated Agricultural 
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Development Projects in Peninsular Malaysia. Specifically, 
this study; 
1. determined the demographic characteristics of the 
farmers in the four selected lADPs; 
2. assessed farmers' knowledge of lADP; 
3. determined farmers' attitudes toward lADP programs; 
4. determined farmers' attitudes toward lADP personnel; 
5. assessed the nature and intensity of farmers' 
participation in developmental activities in lADP; 
6. determined the differences in selected variables 
among the four lADPs; and 
7. assessed the relationships between selected 
variables and intensity of participation. 
Hypotheses 
Cognizance with the above objectives, and consistent with 
related literature, this study proposes to test the following 
null hypotheses: 
1. There are no significant differences in selected 
demographic variables when farmers were grouped by 
lADPs; 
2. There are no significant differences in farmers' 
knowledge of lADP when farmers were grouped by lADPs; 
3. There are no significant differences in farmers' 
attitudes toward lADP program when farmers were 
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grouped by lADPs; 
4. There are no significant differences in farmers' 
attitudes toward lADP personnel when farmers were 
grouped by lADPs; 
5. There are no significant differences in farmers' 
participation in lADP when farmers were grouped by 
lADPs; 
6. There are no significant relationships between the 
intensity of farmers' participation and selected 
demographic variables; 
7. There are no significant relationships between the 
intensity of farmers' participation and their 
knowledge of lADP; 
8. There is no significant relationship between the 
intensity of farmers' participation and their 
attitudes toward lADP programs; and 
9. There is no significant relationship between the 
intensity of farmers' participation and their 
attitudes toward lADP personnel. 
Significance of the Study 
In relation to the government's current emphasis on 
Integrated Agricultural Development Project as a major 
approach to rural development, and consistent with the 
National Agricultural Policy to revitalize the contribution of 
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agricultural sector to national economy, this study will 
provide a more in-depth understanding of the nature and extent 
of farmers' participation in lADPs. In addition, this study 
will provide useful recommendations to enhance greater 
participation by farmers. 
Findings of this research will be beneficial to various 
groups or bodies that are directly or indirectly involved in 
the planning, execution, and evaluation of lADP progreuns. 
Specifically, this study will be meaningful to: 
1. Project management unit (PMU) of lADPs. This unit is 
responsible to manage the overall planning and 
implementation of development activities of various 
component agencies. 
2. Ministry of Agriculture• This ministry is charged with 
the responsibility to formulate policy and determine 
future direction of lADPs. 
3. Component agencies. These agencies work directly with 
farmers at the grass-root level, playing a very important 
role to ensure successful accomplishment of lADP 
objectives. 
Assumptions 
The entire conduct of this study was based on the 
following assumptions, namely: 
1. That there was homogeneity among farmers in lADPs 
within a particular region; 
2. That farmers selected for this study provided non-biased 
and accurate information during interviews; and 
3. That the interview method of data collection was 
appropriate to solicit pertinent data to accomplish the 
research objectives. 
Limitations 
Every research endeavor has its own limitation. 
Correspondingly, this study was undertaken with the following 
limitations: 
1. Target population of the study was confined to farmers 
residing in lADPs at the time of study, and within the 
Peninsular Malaysia; 
2. Data for the study were gathered from farmers who 
were present at the time data were gathered; 
3. The extent and scope of data collected were limited to 
items identified in the questionnaire; and 
4. Due to time and financial constraints, this study was 
only done on four selected lADPs representing four 
regions of Peninsular Malaysia. 
Definition of Terms 
In order to provide a common understanding on specific 
terms used in this study, definition of the terms are as 
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follows: 
1. Integrated Agricultural Development Project (lADP): an 
integrated strategy for agricultural and rural development. 
This strategy is aimed at mobilizing and coordinating the 
functions of existing development agencies toward a more 
progressive agricultural development in a designated area. 
2. Participation: refers to involvement of clients or 
beneficiaries in the four phases of the program development 
process, namely: decision making, implementing programs, 
sharing benefits of the programs, and evaluating the programs. 
3. Participation in decision making: refers to farmers' 
involvement in selected local organizations and activities 
related to decision making. These activities include: field 
trips, farming demonstrations, meetings, elections, and 
surveys. 
4. Participation in implementation: refers to farmers* 
adoption of recommended agricultural practices, and their 
contributions (in terms of cash, labor, land, and buildings) 
to promote greater progress in lADP. 
5. Participation in benefits: refers to benefits farmers 
received from participating in lADP programs. The benefits 
included subsidized fertilizer, seeds, and plant material; 
marketing, tractor, and advisory services; and assistance in 
processing agricultural products. 
6. Participation in evaluation: refers to the extent of 
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farmers' involvement in evaluating project progress in lADP 
through: discussions with project officers, discussions with 
other farmers, discussion with feumily members, discussions on 
project progress in meetings, and contribution of ideas in 
such meetings. 
7. Intensity of participation: refers to summated 
participation score. This summated score is calculated by 
adding scores of the pertinent participation variables. These 
variables included: decision making, implementation, benefit, 
and evaluation. 
8. Composite knowledge score: refers to summated knowledge 
score which is computed by adding the following scores: 
general knowledge of lADP, knowledge of lADP objectives, 
knowledge of lADP functions, and knowledge of lADP components. 
9. Composite attitude score; refers to summated attitude 
score that is calculated by adding scores from the attitude 
items. There were two attitude instruments; attitudes toward 
lADP program, and attitudes toward lADP personnel. The former 
comprised 18 items, while the latter consisted of 16 items. 
10. M$; refers to Malaysian Ringgit (Malaysian currency). 
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CHAPTER II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
A good research design can only be realized through a 
comprehensive review of related literature. Cogent to this 
notion, this chapter provides a theoretical base for the 
formulation of a research conceptual framework for this study. 
It is organized into the following sections: 1) rural 
development, 2) integrated rural development, 3) Integrated 
Agricultural Development Project (lADP) in Malaysia, and 4) 
popular participation. 
Rural Development 
According to Djukanovic and Mach (1975), the rural 
population of the less developing regions of the world was 
estimated at 1,910 million (75 percent of the total 
population) in 1970 and will increase to 2,906 million by the 
year 2000. This rural population constitutes the bulk of the 
less privileged, less educated, and least understood group of 
individuals who are mostly involved in agricultural 
activities. It is interesting to note that most of the world's 
food comes from rural areas. Consequently, the health of the 
city and town population depends on a healthy agricultural 
system (FAO, 1983). 
Occurrence of poverty is predominant among the 
agricultural rural population and hope for a long-term stable 
economic growth will not be overcome unless rapid progress is 
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made in smallholder agriculture throughout the developing 
countries (McNamara, 1973). 
Nobody would argue about the importance of rural 
development; however, there is no real consensus on the 
meaning of the concept. For the sake of getting a consensus 
on the meaning, several definitions are forwarded. Fisk 
(1972) defined rural development as a set of policies with two 
main ends: the promotion of the well-being of the rural 
majority, and the production of a surplus of a size and nature 
that would enable the fulfillment of a reasonable part of 
those national development requirements that were not 
exclusively rural. Rural development includes not only 
economic but also issues of population, employment, 
preservation of law and order, administration of justice, 
provision of roads and communications, health and medical 
facilities, and others. 
With respect to its important features, rural development 
was defined as a process to improve living standards of the 
mass of low-income population residing in the rural areas and 
to establish a self-sustaining development (Lele, 1975). 
As outlined earlier, rural development was not only 
confined to agriculture, as reiterated by Todaro (1977), but 
rather rural development should be viewed in the context of 
far-reaching transformations of economic and social 
structures, institutions, relations, and processes in rural 
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areas. 
Unfortunately, after all-out attempts at rural 
development through various strategies such as the Green 
Revolution and Community Development, most initiatives have 
failed to meet stated developmental goals. Accordingly, 
social scientists and development specialists have formulated 
a new strategy to rural development, which is commonly known 
as Integrated Rural Development (IRD). This strategy was 
deemed necessary to overcome conditions where the rate of 
growth in food production fell from 0.7 percent per capita in 
1952/62 to -0.7 percent in 1970/74 (Bhattacharjce, 1975). 
Integrated Rural Development (IRD) 
In most development initiatives a number of agencies and 
components are directly or indirectly involved. A successful 
accomplishment of development goals calls for a more 
systematic and coordinated effort among the participating 
agencies. Such can be realized through IRD, an initiative 
that provides a framework and encourages interrelationships 
among various components. Agencies involved should consider: 
(1) how they affect each other in accomplishing objectives; 
(2) what technical, institutional, and administrative means 
are required in order to link the various activities; and (3) 
what should be the role of the people themselves with this 
process (Abasiekong, 1982). 
Although there have been other claims on the root of IRD, 
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it seems most appropriate to place the birth of this concept 
in the Ford Foundation's attempts to respond to the 1966 
fcimine in India. In the effort to recommend ways to increase 
food production in India, as reported in a drafted report 
entitled "India's Food Crisis and Step to meet it", the team 
from the Foundation proposed an intensive and integrated 
effort to stimulate India's agricultural sector and suggested 
a ten point program to achieve the goal: (1) adequate and 
accessible farm supplies; (2) adequate farm credit; (3) 
intensive educational programs; (4) single individual farm 
plans; (5) stronger village institutions; (6) assured prices 
for agricultural products; (7) reliable marketing facilities; 
(8) rural public works; (9) evaluation and analysis; and (10) 
a coordinated approach. 
IRD is different from general rural development because 
it places greater emphasis on a policy toward mobilization and 
development of the human resource potential and on achieving a 
more equitable access to resources and a fairer distribution 
of income (Abasiekong, 1982). Congruent to this perspective, 
FAO and SIDA (1977) stress that the purpose of IRD is not only 
to eradicate poverty and increase material wealth, but also, 
to involve people more closely in decision making. 
Throughout the 1970s, IRD was one of the most important 
development intervention strategies used by the governments of 
developing countries and international aid agencies (Cohen, 
21 
1987). Some of the most publicized IRD projects include the 
Comilla project in Bangladesh, the Chilalo Agricultural 
Development Unit (CADU) project in Ethiopia, the Intensive 
Agricultural District Program (lADP) in India, the Puebla 
Project in Mexico, and the Gezira Project in Sudan. 
The objectives of IRD include such concerns as to 
increase agricultural production, improve the quality of the 
output, raise standards of health and education, encourage the 
development of agricultural-related commercial and industrial 
activities, guide the spatial patterning of urban growth, 
develop local political structures, and improve local 
technical and governmental capability (Moseley & Townroe, 
1981). 
Definition of IRD 
In his analysis of the meaning of IRD, Betru (1975) 
indicated that IRD involves all the things that can most 
improve the living conditions of the rural masses. This 
definition does not provide a concrete and comprehensive 
understanding of this strategy. A more meaningful definition 
is given by Mullen (1986, p. 1): 
integrated rural development is an approach that 
aims to improve the quality of life of rural 
people, particularly the poor, through increasing 
their access to resources, and it advocates a more 
equitable distribution of productive employment, 
goods and services. 
Cohen (1987) provides an even more comprehensive 
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perspective of IRD which includes projects; (1) identified by 
efforts to promote comprehensive coordination among a range of 
government, quasi-governmental or private sector actors; (2) 
plagued by problems of integrating fragmented but 
complementary public and private sector resources and 
services; (3) guided logically by multi-sectoral planning 
efforts at either the national or local level; (4) designed 
and implemented by outside groups, despite the growing 
recognition that local participation and decision making is 
essential for success; and (5) located administratively in a 
particular government or bureaucratic unit, often created for 
the purpose. 
Essentials of IRD 
Since agriculture is the backbone of most integrated 
rural development, efforts need to be undertaken to increase 
agricultural productivity. In order to attain this goal, 
Mosher (1966) has laid down five essential components, namely: 
(1) market for farm products; (2) constantly changing 
technology; (3) local availability of supplies and equipment; 
(4) production incentives for farmers; and (5) transportation. 
Correspondingly, agricultural development can be further 
accelerated through: (1) education for development; (2) 
production credit; (3) group action by farmers; (4) improving 
and expanding agricultural land; and (5) national planning for 
agricultural development. 
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The above propositions require a comprehensive and total 
perspective of agricultural development that takes into 
account each and every step of agricultural undertakings. 
Emphasis should not only be directed toward farmers but also 
other relevant and related parties in promoting agricultural 
development. Such parties include suppliers of agricultural 
inputs, extension/development agencies, and the government. 
Needless to say, even if agriculture realizes its 
progress, this will not guarantee the success of IRD. 
Agriculture is only an element or component of the IRD. On 
the other hand even if the total components of rural 
development are taken into consideration, without proper 
coordination and integration of services, the attainment of 
its goal will be jeopardized. Past approaches have taken the 
developmental elements individually; these elements include 
packaged programs, agricultural output, development of rural 
industries, popular participation, and equitable income 
distribution. Successful implementation of IRD entails: (1) 
proper understanding of the concept; (2) planning; (3) 
research and feasibility studies; (4) popular participation; 
(5) dynamic political leadership; (6) institutional 
integration; (7) administrative integration; (8) adult 
education; (9) public enlightenment; (10) ranking of 
development problems; and (11) project maintenance 
(Abasiekong, 1982). 
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IRD Projects 
Since its inception in the early 1960s, IRD has been 
employed in different projects in different countries. The 
nature and types of projects implemented vary from one 
another. Succinctly, projects of IRD can be categorized into 
agricultural and non-agricultural related activities. The 
former aims at increasing agricultural production while the 
latter aspires to satisfy economic, social and cultural needs 
of the rural people (Abasiekong, 1982). 
Another more elaborate system of classification was put 
forward by Mosher (1976). Schematically, the elements of the 
integrated project is presented in Figure 1. Column A 
indicates the elements of the system of overall agricultural 
development; Column B lists the kinds of activities included 
in one or another of most integrated agricultural and rural 
development projects; Column C indicates the types of 
integrated projects. This schema provides a broad mix of 
different activities in an integrated project. 
Integrated Agricultural Development 
Project (lADP) in Malaysia 
The establishment of the Integrated Agricultural 
Development Project (lADP), among other things, was aimed at 
mobilizing the functions of existing development agencies, in 
a coordinated approach, toward a more progressive agricultural 
development in an area. It was also realized that lADP could 
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B 
OVERALL 
AGRICULTURAL 
DEVELOPMENT 
TYPE OF 
INTEGRATED 
PROJECTS 
Agricultural 
I. Research 1. Markets of Farm 
Products 1. Agricultural 
2. Retail Outlets Development 
II. Producing or for Farm Inputs Proj ects 
Importing 3. Production credit 
Farm Inputs 4. Extension Education 
5. Local verifica­ 2. Rural Deve-
III. Rural Agri­ tion Trials lopent 
cultural 6. Farm-to-Market project with 
Support Roads agriculture 
Activities Component 
(Selections 
Nonaaricultural from among 
IV. Production Bl-13) 
Incentives 7. Rural Industries 
8. Rural Public 
Works 
V. Land 9. Community Develop­
Development ment Construction 
10. Group Activities - 3.Rural 
Recreational Development 
VI. Training 11. Home life Improve­ Proj ects 
Agricultural ment Extension without an 
Technicians 12. Health Facilities Agricultural 
13. Family Planning Component 
Programs (Selections 
14. Schools from among 
15. Local Government B7-13) 
16. Religious Activities 
Figure 1: Categories of Integrated Rural Development 
Proj ects. 
Source: A.T. Mosher (1976) Thinking About Rural Development, 
Agricultural Development Council, Inc., New York, 
p. 54. 
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be instrumental for a more accelerated agricultural growth and 
improvement in socio-economic well-being of agricultural 
communities. 
As of the end of the Fourth Malaysia Plan (1981-85), a 
total of 14 lADPs had been undertaken, varying at different 
stages of implementation. The whole projects cover an area of 
approximately 4.5 million hectares and benefit about 456,000 
farm families. In the Fifth Malaysia Plan (1986-90), six new 
lADPs will be implemented, adding another 524,800 hectares and 
serving 104,100 farm families (Malaysia, 1986). Table 1 
provides general information about lADP. 
The number of development agencies participating in lADP 
varies; however, the basic components consist of the following 
agencies (MOA, 1982); 
1. Department of Agriculture (DOA) — responsible to provide 
agricultural extension services, transfer of technology to 
farmers, and for the production and distribution of 
recommended seed varieties; 
2. Drainage and Irrigation Department (DID) — responsible 
for the planning, designing, construction and maintenance of 
drainage and irrigation, and for the building of rural roads 
and project offices; and 
3. Farmers' Organization Authority (FOA) — to facilitate 
agri-based business; responsible for assisting farmers 
with the supply of agricultural inputs such as fertilizers. 
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tractor , and transport services. 
Beside the eibove mentioned agencies, several others under 
MOA are also involved in lADP. These include Agricultural 
Bank of Malaysia (BPM), Malaysian Agricultural Research and 
Development Authority (MARDI), and Federal Agricultural 
Marketing Authority (FAMA). Agencies from other ministries 
also participate in lADP; eunong others included: Rubber 
Industry Smallholder Development Authority (RISDA), Rubber 
Research Institute Malaysia (RRIM), and Malayan Pineapple 
Industry Board (MPIB). 
Scope of lADP 
The implementation of lADP is made possible with funds 
accrued from the World Bank and Asian Development Bank to 
finance the initial cost of the projects. In the Third 
Malaysia Plan, a total of M$404.067 million (23 percent of the 
total development fund of MOA) was allocated to run the lADPs, 
and this figure increased to M$l.044 billion in the subsequent 
Fourth Malaysia Plan (MOA, 1982). As presented in the table, 
the project size varies by project. 
In almost all projects, the initial establishment of lADP 
focusses on the provision of adequate infrastructure such as 
drainage and irrigation, farm roads and project offices. In 
addition, a lot of effort is tailored toward strengthening 
interagency coordination and cooperation. These 
infrastructures are deemed necessary to support improvements 
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Table 1. General Information on lADP 
Name of 
Proj ect 
Proj ect 
Period 
Area 
(Hectares) 
Source of Main 
Funding Crops 
(M$ millions) 
HADA I 
KADA I 
Besut 
North-West 
Selangor 
Krian 
Sungai Manik 
Malacca 
1965-70 
1967-73 
1971-78 
North Kelantan 1976-83 
West Johore I 1974-85 
1979-87 
1982-88 
95,985 
57,522 
14,175 
307,600 
133,948 
1978-85 100,073 
30,613 
93,150 
World Bank 
(104.85) 
World Bank 
(23.3) 
ADB 
(3.3) 
World Bank 
(21.0) 
World Bank 
(45.0) 
World Bank 
(26.0) 
World Bank 
(26.5) 
World Bank 
(58.42) 
Rice 
Rice 
Rice 
Rubber 
Orchard 
Coconut 
Rice 
Tobacco 
Rubber 
Coconut 
Rubber 
Coconut 
Pineapple 
Palm oil 
Coffee 
Cocoa 
Banana 
Rice 
Coconut 
Cocoa 
Coffee 
Rice 
Rubber 
Coconut 
Palm oil 
Orchard 
Rubber 
Rice 
Orchard 
Aqua-
culture 
Source: Adapted from chamhuri Siwar and Nik Hashim, 1988. 
Table 1 (continued) 
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MADA II 1979-87 
Rompin Endau 1981-87 
Kemasin Semarak 1981-89 
East Negri 1981-87 
Senbilan 
Kedah Valley 1982-86 
Perlis 1983-90 
25,496 World Bank 
(68.5) 
47,374 World Bank 
68,350 ADB 
(40.0) 
413,000 ADB 
(20.0) 
851,000 World Bank 
(56.0) 
49,000 
Penang 1983-90 95,532 
West Pahang 1983-90 2,270,000 ADB 
(22.7) 
West Johore II 500,000 
Tumbuh Block 1986-93 68,520 
North Trengganu 436,600 
Rice 
Rice 
Rice 
Tobacco 
Coconut 
Rubber 
Rice 
Rubber 
Orchard 
Palm oil 
Rice 
Rubber 
Orchard 
Rice 
Rubber 
Mango 
Sugarcane 
Rice 
Rubber 
Orchard 
Coconut 
Rubber 
Riceer 
Palm oil 
Orchard 
Rice 
Palm oil 
Rubber 
Rice 
Rubber 
Aqua-
culture 
Livestock 
Tobacco 
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in agricultural practices and eventually to increase 
agricultural productivity through the use of new recommended 
practices and more effective management. As the projects 
progress, however, more effort is directed to address the 
other aspects of development — human and institutional 
factors, as outlined in the Fifth Malaysia Plan. 
Most of the lADPs indulge in agri-based projects—rice, 
palm oil, rubber, and cocoa as the major crops in the project 
areas. Nevertheless, there is a great concern to incorporate 
other disciplines of rural development in the future. 
Organization of lADP 
There is some degree of variation among the organization 
of lADPs in Malaysia. Nevertheless, the lADPs are generally 
organized in two main models, namely; 'corporate model' and 
'coordinated model•. Refer to Figures 2 and 3 for the 
organizational structure of these two models. The former is a 
unique model that is only employed in Muda Agricultural 
Development Authority (MADA) and Kemubu Agricultural 
Development Authority (KADA). The latter model, on the 
contrary, is employed in all other lADPs. 
With regard to MADA and KADA, both of the agencies were 
not originally established as lADPs, but were later 
incorporated as lADPs when the government launched the lADP 
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Board 
Information 
Finance 
Division of 
Agriculture 
Division of 
Engineering 
General 
Manager 
Ministry of 
Agriculture 
General 
Administration 
Economic and 
Statistics 
Administration 
Figure 2: lADP Corporate Model (KADA) 
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LPN MARDI FAMA DVS FOA DOA DID 
Director 
Steering 
Committee 
Administration 
and Finance 
Components 
Deputy 
Director 
Ministry of 
Agriculture 
Implementation 
Committee 
Development 
Monitoring and 
Evaluation 
LKIM FISHERIES PERDA AGRIC FELCRA SIRIM 
BANK 
Figure 3: lADP Coordinated Model (Penang) 
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approach to rural development. Both MADA and KADA were 
established as authorities by the Act of Parliament to plan 
and implement agricultural programs within specified areas. 
The general managers of these agencies are charged with the 
responsibility to execute the policy decisions made by the 
Board, administer and coordinate the various divisions 
therein. Generally, the general manager has managerial 
control over organizational resources. 
The 'coordinated model', on the other hand, involves the 
establishment of a Project Management Unit (PMU), headed by a 
Project Director. The unit consists of only a small number of 
staff who are responsible for budgeting, procurement and 
disbursement matters. The Project Director is responsible to 
coordinate development activities of the various government 
departments/agencies existing in the project area. This 
coordinated effort is vital toward agricultural progress. The 
Project Manager is also administratively responsible to assist 
the participating agencies (components) in planning joint 
extension programs and prepare requests for staff and 
operating budgets, represent the project during meetings and 
report project progress to steering committee and other 
relevant bodies. 
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Popular Participation 
Participation is widely used in the everyday layman's 
conversations. Unfortunately, this word carries in itself 
different meanings to different people. In order to provide a 
better understand of its concept and eliminate eunbiguity on 
its meaning, this section is dedicated to a comprehensive 
discussion on this concept. The discussion includes: 
definition and method of participation, factors affecting 
participation, and evaluating participation. 
In 1976, the International Labor Organization, through 
its World Employment Conference, endorsed the Basic Needs 
Approach (BNA) to development. This approach assigns a vital 
role to popular participation in decision-making in relation 
to efforts toward alleviating the standard of living among 
people in developing countries (Nurick, 1985). In the process 
to effectively alleviate poverty, Alamgir (1989, p. 5) 
reiterates; 
Emphasis must be placed on the building of 
grassroots-based institutions and on people's 
participation in project development from the design 
stage onwards. It is this bottom-up approach that 
can ensure that projects are cost effective, 
sustainable and, as practicality dictates, 
replicable. 
Casley (1987) also put emphasis on the importance of 
grassroots institutions or organization. Accordingly, 
development agencies need to provide adequate support, both 
technically and financially, to mobilize and reorganize the 
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existing local organizations. Casley is in the opinion that 
such organizations can help to disseminate information among 
the target group, generate support for a project, raise 
resources in cash or in kind for specific project activities, 
distribute agricultural inputs, disseminate technical advice 
among the target group, and articulate the opinions, 
reactions, and interests of the target population to 
appropriate authorities. 
Another significant recognition on the importance of 
popular participation is put forward by a group of experts 
from United Nations. The group proposes •self-reliance' as an 
alternative strategy to overcome problems of poverty and 
dependency. Through this strategy, physical and intellectual 
resources will be mobilized to help in solving the aforesaid 
problems (UN, 1981). 
Consistent with the importance of incorporating popular 
participation in developmental efforts. Heller (1991) unveils 
five major objectives of participation. The objectives 
include: to improve the quality of decisions, improve 
communication, increase satisfaction, train subordinates, and 
facilitate change. 
Definition of Participation 
In his discussion on community participation in 
development projects, Paul (1987) defines participation as an 
active process by which beneficiaries or clients influence the 
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direction and execution of a development project with a view 
to enhance their well-being in terms of income, personal 
growth, self-reliance or other values they cherish. 
The group of experts from the United Nations also propose 
a somewhat similar definition. They define popular 
participation as the creation of opportunities that enable all 
members of a community to actively contribute to and influence 
the development process, and to share equitably the fruits of 
development. However, according to Franklyn (1985), bonafide 
popular participation can only be realized when the poor 
segments of the population are included to participate fully 
and effectively in decision-making. 
In relation to the above definitions, Cohen and Uphoff 
(1977) have proposed four kinds of participation in their 
elaborate discussion concerning the concept and the measure of 
rural development participation. The kinds of participation 
are: (l) participation in decision making, (2) participation 
in implementation, (3) participation in benefits, and (4) 
participation in evaluation. The first three kinds are 
consistent with the resolutions made in a conference on 'Title 
IX Implementation' held at M.I.T. in 1968. This 
categorization also represents a complete program cycle in any 
rural development endeavor. 
Apart from the above 'what' dimension of participation, 
the authors also discuss two other dimensions in their 
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framework of participation — the 'who' and 'how' dimensions. 
Understanding of these two dimensions is crucial in the 
formulation of a comprehensive and effective design for 
popular participation. 
In term of development progreuns, the 'who' includes local 
residence, local leaders, government personnel, and where 
applicable, foreign personnel (for those programs that receive 
aid from foreign donor agencies). The 'how' dimension, on the 
other hand, takes into consideration source of the initiative 
for participation, inducements for participation, structures, 
channels, duration and scope of participation, and 
effectiveness of people's participation. 
The group of experts from UN (1981) advance another 
categorization of popular participation, based on the source 
of initiating participation. They suggest three categories, 
namely: (1) spontaneous participation, the ideal mode of 
popular participation in which people voluntarily participate 
without external support or forces; (2) induced participation, 
the commonly occurred type of participation which involve 
external parties to encourage or motivate people to 
participate; and (3) coerced participation which involve some 
kind of force or rule that enforce compulsory participation. 
In conditions where popular participation is low, 
Franklyn (1985) proposes four conditions that can promote 
higher level of participation. The conditions include (1) 
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decentralization of decision-making powers and resources to 
local-level planning authorities, (2) adequate representation 
of diverse interests in local and higher-level decision-making 
bodies, (3) creation of institutions to eneible broad-based 
participation in decision-making, and (4) self-reliance in 
local level development. 
Even though some people claim that participation may 
delay project implementation and progress, Oakley (1991) 
argues that participation may have the other effect. He 
postulates that participation can enhance the implementation 
of development projects in terms of efficiency, effectiveness, 
self-reliance, coverage, and sustainability. 
Methods of Popular Participation 
In response to the call for a more active participation 
of local population in ensuring significant economic 
development of the Chilalo Agricultural Development Unit 
(CADU), an evaluator pointedly argued that participation is 
more than merely taking advantage of the services that the 
project offered. Rather the people should be more involved 
in, and eventually responsible for, decision making governing 
the events and activities beyond their own farm boundaries 
(Cohen, 1987). 
Recognizing the value of popular participation, the next 
prudent issue is how to propagate participation among the vast 
majority of people. The methods to be employed vary with the 
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level and scope of participation anticipated. The ultimate 
goal is to encourage people to participate in the planning and 
execution of their local organizations. Observations have 
shown that people's participation in organizations can be 
enhanced if they are directly involved in the creation of the 
organization. In this regard, Bernard (1979) indicated that 
there had been a growing number of participatory organizations 
formed in the past decade. The poor's involvement in these 
have been remarkable, mainly because they fully participated 
in the creation of the organizations and are running these to 
meet their needs. 
In most standard organizations which are more formal and 
normally established by outside or government agencies, it is 
difficult to secure active participation of the rural poor. 
In contrast, their participation is more pertinent in 
participatory rural organizations such as the Small Farmers 
and Peasant Groups in Bangladesh, Nepal, and the Philippines. 
Van Heck (1979) outlines the characteristics of participatory 
rural organizations as; (i) they are started by the people 
themselves and not by a government or other outside agency, 
(2) they are more informal and unofficial, (3) they are more 
flexible in objectives and in set-up, (4) the leaders and 
their members are mainly the poor who reach decisions in 
face-to-face relationships, and (5) their activities are 
related to day-to-day situations and needs of the rural poor. 
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In addition to the significance of creating participatory 
rural organizations as a mean to promote popular 
participation, the people, especially their leaders, need to 
undergo leadership training (UN, 1981). This leadership 
training should include, among others, organizational 
management, conducting meetings, record keeping, working in 
small groups, negotiating and teamwork, and decision-making. 
In the process of involving people in developing 
educational programs, Boyle (1981) suggests ten methods of 
participation. The methods include task force, ombudsman, 
advocacy planning, formal hearing, unobtrusive measures, 
brainstorming, content analysis, nominal group technique, 
surveys, and advisory committees. 
Chetkov-Yanoov (1986), in elaborating on participation as 
a means to community cooperation, outlines several techniques 
for achieving participation. These techniques include 
(1) voting or signing a petition, (2) being interviewed for a 
survey, (3) participating in discussion after a lecture, 
(4) contributing evidence to the proceedings of a commission 
or a committee, (5) giving warning or protesting, and (6) 
undergoing a happy or painful experience together with others. 
In contrast to the 'top-down' approach to development 
planning, the 'bottom-up' takes into greater emphasis on 
participation of local people in designing development 
programs. Even though the latter approach is more desirable. 
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needless to say it should be implemented with care so as to 
take into consideration the capabilities and readiness of the 
local people in performing planning tasks. Planning is a 
skill that needs to be learned, and acquired through practice. 
Accordingly, the process of acquiring this skill should be 
done continuously and in stages. 
In order to solicit local participation in progreun 
planning process, Conyers (1982) proposes such methods that 
include local consultation and survey, use of extension staff, 
decentralized planning, and community development. 
Factors Affecting Participation 
The noble goal of advocating popular participation will 
likely fail unless, in the formulation of participation 
strategy, considerable care is taken to analyze factors that 
may affect participation. Nadarajah (1982), in his study on 
farmers' participation in agricultural cooperatives, found 
attitudes toward cooperative and knowledge of cooperative to 
be positively associated with participation. This finding 
supported an earlier finding by Beal (1956) that found 
positive relationship between knowledge of cooperative and 
participation. 
In another study on farmers' participation in 
cooperatives, Slamet (1984), found no significant relationship 
between income and level of farmers' participation. However, 
he found positive relationship between participation with the 
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following variables: age, size of farm operation, and number 
of years in farming. 
Cohen and Uphoff (1977), in their discussion on 'Rural 
Development Participation*, highlighted several pertinent 
factors that affected client's participation in development 
activities. The factors included: physical, biological, 
economic, political, cultural, and historical. 
In his study on citizen participation in Saemaul Undung, 
Rhee (1985) concluded that participation was induced by 
extensive government support, and persistent village leaders. 
The study on participation in small groups, as conducted by 
Baker (1988), found age and sex to be predictors of 
participation. 
In his comprehensive review of related literature 
pertaining to participation, Rothman (1974) unveiled, among 
others, the following generalizations. With regard to 
participation in voluntary associations and primary groups, he 
found that participation was directly associated with level of 
education, individual family income, individual perceived 
social status, and the number of benefits offered by an 
organization. In addition, participation in these 
associations was greatest among persons of middle age. As 
with social action movements, participation was found to vary 
directly with level of education and was influenced by 
attitudes and values of an individual's membership. 
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Finally, in her study on people's participation in 
development administration in India, Bava (1984) found that 
there were significant associations between age and fcimily 
size of farmers, media participation and their exercise of the 
right to form association, and between the educational level 
of farmers and media participation and their right to contest 
elections. 
Evaluating Participation 
Participation and evaluation have been recognized as 
important components in development efforts. Unfortunately, 
the concept of evaluating participation is considered to be a 
more recent phenomenon. In this regard, Oakley postulates two 
broad outcomes of participation; quantitative outcomes that 
are more tangible or physical outcomes, and qualitative 
outcomes which relate to the process of change. The 
quantitative outcomes are more prevalent in cases where more 
emphasis is placed on the material aspects of a program. 
These outcomes include direct contribution to projects, 
sharing in the economic benefits or physical involvement in 
project organization or decision making procedures. With this 
understanding, participation is evaluated as part of and in 
the same way as other project objectives (Oakley, 1991). 
In addition, based on his review of related literature, 
Oakley proposes the following quantitative indicators of 
participation: 
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1. Economic indicators: includes tangible economic benefits, 
and beneficiaries in the project's benefit; 
2. Organizational indicators: includes knowledge of the 
existence of the project organization, membership in 
organization, attendance at project organization meetings; 
3. Participation in project activities: includes number of 
project groups, attendance in group meetings, active 
involvement in group meetings, and contribution of free labor 
to project activities; and 
4. Development momentum: includes frequency of contacts 
between clients and development agencies, training received, 
and internal sustainability. 
Casley also provides some important indicators to 
participation. However, his indicators were more towards 
grass-roots groups or organizations. He postulated that the 
impact of a project on beneficiary participation could be 
measured through: 1) number and growth of beneficiary 
organizations, 2) organizational structure, 3) efficiency and 
effectiveness of the organizations, 4) leadership quality, 5) 
contribution to project effectiveness, and 6) long-term 
viability (Casley, 1987). 
Miller (1991), in his discussion on Chaplin's social 
participation scale, provided another perspective on 
indicators of evaluating participation in voluntary 
organizations. He proposed five indicators: 1) member, 2) 
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attendance, 3) financial contributions, 4) members of 
committee, and 5) offices held. 
Summeiry 
The review of literature covers four topics; rural 
development, integrated rural development. Integrated 
Agricultural Development Project in Malaysia, and popular 
participation. 
The discussion on rural development and integrated rural 
development provides an important underlying information on 
the Integrated Agricultural Development Project. All these 
three approaches have a common objective — to improve living 
standard of the rural communities. The emphasis of these 
approaches is not only on agriculture but covers a much 
broader spectrum of development. 
However, the latter two approaches call for a more 
concern on developing and mobilizing human resource potential 
of the target audience. Participation of the target audience 
is one of the strategy towards realizing this goal. 
Participation calls for active involvement of the target 
audience in development activities that affect their lives. 
Discussion on popular participation includes: definition 
of participation, methods of popular participation, factors 
affecting participation, and evaluating participation. 
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CHAPTER III. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
Research methodology provides pertinent guides in the 
proper and meaningful conduct of an investigation. In this 
regard, this chapter describes the methods and procedures 
employed in the conduct of this study. The procedures are 
presented in the following sections: 1) research design; 
2) population; 3) sampling procedure; 4) instrumentation, 
scales, and measurement; 5) data collection; and 6) 
statistical analysis procedures. 
Research Design 
Research design is a process of creating an empirical 
test to support or refute a knowledge claim and refers to all 
procedures undertaken by a researcher in investigating a 
particular set of research questions or hypotheses (Borg and 
Gall, 1989). In order to provide a meaningful guide to 
research activities, a good research design, as depicted by 
Wiersma (1975), should be appropriate for the hypotheses to be 
tested, feasible within the limits of available resources, 
free from bias, free from confounding effect, and 
statistically precise. 
This study employed quantitative research design that 
according to Borg and Gall (1989) exhibit the following 
characteristics: 
1. Objective and independent of researchers biases and 
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values, 
2. Maintain positive interpersonal relations with the 
research sub]ects and simultaneously attempts to be 
personally detached to secure objective data through 
use of objective instrument, and 
3. Involve a seimple of people rather than few individuals to 
deduce generalization to the entire population. 
Specifically, both descriptive survey and correlational 
research design were instrumented in this study. Wimmer and 
Dominick (1987) define descriptive survey as to picture or 
document current conditions or attitudes. Correspondingly, 
the objective of this design is to describe systematically a 
situation or area of interest factually and accurately (Isaac 
and Michael, 1989). 
The correlational method, on the other hand, attempts to 
investigate relationship among selected variables through the 
use of correlational statistics (Borg and Gall, 1989). 
According to Isaac and Michael (1989) the correlational 
research design purport to study the extent to which 
variations in one factor correspond with variations in one or 
more factors based on correlation coefficients. They outline 
the following characteristics of this research design: (1) 
appropriate where variables are complex or do not lend 
themselves to the experimental method and controlled 
manipulation, (2) allows measurement of several variables and 
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their interrelationships simultaneously and in a realistic 
setting, and (3) gets at the degree of relationship rather 
than all-or-nothing question posed by experimental design. 
However, they caution that the analysis can only reveal the 
strength of relationship rather than cause-and-effect 
relationship. 
Population 
The population of this study comprised all farmers who 
were actively involved in agricultural activities and reside 
within the lADPs in Peninsular Malaysia. Table 2 presents 
farmer population by lADP region. 
Sampling Procedure 
The selection of a Scimple for this study entailed a 
three-stage random sampling procedures. In the first level. 
Peninsular Malaysia was categorized into four regions: 
Northern, Central, Eastern, and Southern regions. Therein an 
lADP was randomly selected to represent each respective 
region. The underlying assumption in this selection was that 
homogeneity exist within a particular region. 
As with the other lADPs, the organization and management 
of MADA and KADA is unique. These two lADPs employ the 
c^orporate model' as oppose to ^ coordinated model' employed in 
the other lADPs. In this regard, both MADA and KADA were 
eliminated from the sampling frame. 
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Têible 2. Farmers population by lADPs in Peninsular Malaysia 
Region/Project Estimated Number of 
Agricultural 
Households 
NORTHERN 
Perlis 8,900 
MADA I 60,000 
MADA II 15,600 
Kedah Valley 20,500 
Penang 4,000 
Krian Sg. Manik 25,600 
Trans Perak 11,200 
North Perak 12,400 
Tumbuh Block 9,200 
CENTRAL 
North-West Selangor 24,000 
East Negri Sembilan 21,300 
Malacca 36,500 
EASTERN 
Rompin-Endau 1,400 
West Pahang 20,800 
Besut 7,200 
North Kelantan 45,900 
KADA I 21,900 
KADA II 26,900 
Kemasin 13,800 
SOUTHERN 
West Johore I 27,100 
West Johore II 40,100 
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Based on random sampling procedure, four lADPs were 
selected to represent each of the identified regions. The 
sample comprised Krian Sungai Manik (northern region), North­
west Selangor (central region), West Johore (southern region), 
and West Pahang (eastern region). 
The second level of sampling involved random selection of 
three villages from each project area. Finally, individual 
farmers (respondents) were randomly selected from each 
selected village. Assistance from Project Management Unit 
(PMU) from each lADP was solicited in steps two and three to 
obtain listing of villages and farmers, respectively. 
A table of random numbers was used to aid in selecting 
respondents from each selected village. This procedure 
resulted in a total of 50 respondents per lADP. Subsequently, 
the total sample size for the study was 200 respondents. 
Instrumentation, scales, and Measurement 
The main purpose of this study was to investigate the 
nature and intensity of farmers' participation in selected 
lADPs. Data for the study were gathered through personal 
interviews. A questionnaire was developed and used to 
facilitate uniform data collection. The questionnaire was 
reviewed and approved by the Iowa State University Human 
Subjects Committee. A copy of the approval form is included 
in Appendix A. The initial English version of the 
questionnaire was translated to Bahasa Malaysia (Malaysian 
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Language), and was pre-tested before the actual data 
collection. 
The survey instrument featured four sections: (1) 
knowledge on lADP, (2) participation in lADP activities, (3) 
attitudes toward lADP progreims, (4) attitudes toward lADP 
personnel, and (5) demographic profile. To provide a clearer 
insight into the instrumentation of the study. Figure 4 
outlines the conceptual framework of the study. 
Farmers• participation 
in development related 
activities: 
Participation in 
decision making and 
project planning 
Participation in 
implementing deve­
lopment programs 
and projects 
Participation in 
benefits 
Participation in 
evaluating develop­
ment programs and 
proj ects Attitudes toward lADP 
personnel 
Attitudes toward lADP 
programs 
Knowledge of lADP 
Demographic variables 
- age and gender 
- marital status 
- size of household 
- formal education 
- land ownership 
- primary occupation 
- main crop 
- income 
Independent Variables Dependent Variables 
Figure 4: Research conceptual framework 
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Participation 
Milbraith (1969) asserted that participation is a 
cumulative trait, while Isaac and Michael (1989) proposed that 
multiple measures of a given concept or attribute serves a 
better measure of that concept. Congruent to these 
assertions, this study utilized the model depicted in Figure 5 
to measure intensity of farmers' participation. This model 
was based on the four types of participation as suggested by 
Cohen and Uphoff (1977), in collaboration with the model 
adapted from Noorjahan (1984) in her study of 'People's 
Participation in Development Administration in India', and 
quantitative indicators as postulated by Oakley (1991). 
Each operational item, as outlined in the above figure, 
was ranked on several scales, depending on its 
appropriateness. The scales used were; 
1. Measurement of frequencies: 
1 - Never 4 - Fairly often 
2 - Rare 5 - Frequent 
3 - Occasional 
2. Measurement of involvement in organization: 
1 — No 
2 - Yes 
3. Measurement of membership in organization: 
1 - Non-member 
2 - Ordinary member 
3 - Committee member 
4. Adoption of agricultural practices: 
1 - None 4 - Above average 
2 - Low 5 - High 
3 - Moderate 
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Conceptual 
Level 
Operational 
Level 
1. Participation in 
decision making in 
lAOP development 
activities 
Participation in 
implementing lADP 
development 
activities 
Participation in 
receiving benefits 
from lADP programs 
Participation in 
evaluating lADP 
development programs 
1. Participation in decision 
making bodies. 
2. media participation 
(exposure to radio, tv, 
newspaper, field trips, 
demonstrations, group 
meetings etc.) 
3. Voting 
4. Interview for survey of 
needs. 
1. adoption of modem agri­
cultural technology. 
2. contribution by farmers 
in cash, voluntary labor, 
land, building, etc. 
3. administration and coordi­
nation. 
Utilization of agricul-
cultural credit, services, 
processing, and marketing. 
1. Discussion of program of 
development agencies, 
farmers' organizations, and 
putting forward suggestions 
and ideas. 
2. media participation. 
Figure 5. Model of farmers' participation in Integrated 
Agricultural Development Project (lADP) 
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Individual cumulative participation intensity score was 
calculated by adding raw scores of all the items. This 
cumulative score was used for the subsequent statistical data 
analysis, and represented the dependent variable for this 
study. 
Demographic variables 
A total of eleven demographic variables were included in 
this study. Figure 6 provides a listing of the variables and 
their corresponding type of scores. 
Variables Type of Score 
1. Age Continuous 
2. Gender Categorical 
3. Formal education Continuous 
4. Marital status Categorical 
5. Size of household Continuous 
6. Primary occupation Categorical 
7. Land ownership Continuous 
8. Agricultural income Continuous 
9. Non-agricultural income Continuous 
10. Total income Continuous 
11. Main crop planted Categorical 
Figure 6: Type of scores for demographic variables 
55 
Attitudes toward lADP Programs and Personnel 
Likert scales or summated rating scales were used to 
measure attitudes toward lADP programs and attitudes toward 
lADP personnel. Nachmias and Nachmias (1981) identified six 
steps in the construction of a Likert scale: (1) compile 
possible scale items, (2) administer items to a random sample 
of respondents, (3) compute a total score for each respondent, 
(4) determine the discriminative power of items, (5) select 
the scale items, and (6) test reliability. 
The number of items used to measure attitudes toward 
lADP programs and attitudes toward lADP personnel were 18 and 
16, respectively. Combination of positive and negative items 
were constructed in the instrument. The negative items served 
to enforce and counter check responses from individual 
respondents. The five-point Likert scale for positive items 
was: 
1 - Strongly disagree 
2 - Disagree 
3 - Neutral 
4 - Agree 
5 - Strongly agree 
As for negative items, the scale was reversed. An individual 
summated attitude score was computed by adding all the scores 
from items included in the attitude instrument. The resulting 
cumulative attitude scores were in continuous form. 
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Knowledge of lADP 
Cumulative knowledge scores were calculated following the 
procedures used to compute composite attitude scores. 
Respondents' composite knowledge score constituted: general 
knowledge of lADP, knowledge of lADP objectives, knowledge of 
lADP functions, and knowledge of lADP components. Each 
correct response was assigned two points, while an incorrect 
response was given a one point. 
The composite knowledge score was computed by adding all 
the individual item scores from the aforesaid four groups of 
knowledge variables. The composite score provided continuous 
data. 
Data Collection 
Data collection procedure for this study employed the 
cross-sectional survey design. This procedure entailed the 
collection of data at a point in time from a random sample 
representing a given population at that time (Wiersma, 1975). 
In order to proceed with the data collection for this 
study, prior written permission was sought from the Socio-
Economic Research Unit (SERU) of Malaysia, and from directors 
of the selected lADPs. Also permission were sought from the 
Study Leave Committee of Universiti Pertanian Malaysia 
(University of Agriculture Malaysia) to secure funds for the 
data collection. 
Data were collected through personal interviews using a 
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pre-coded questionnaire during February and March, 1992. This 
data collection method has several advantages. According to 
Miller (1983), interviews can yield a high percentage of 
return, the information is likely to be more correct, it 
eneibles the use of scoring and testing devices, and collect 
supplementary information about the respondents' personal 
characteristics, and can usually control which person or 
persons answer the questions. Help from three trained 
enumerators from the Center for Extension and Continuing 
Education were solicited in the conduct of the interviews. 
They were given adequate briefing and training prior to the 
actual data collection. 
Statistical Analysis Procedures 
Data collected from personal interview were keypunched 
directly to the computer and analyzed utilizing the computer 
sub-program from the Statistical Package for Social Science 
(SPSS*) . In order to facilitate the data analysis, the 
following statistical procedures were employed: 
1. Reliability - to measure the reliability (consistency) of 
the study instruments. The Cronbach Alpha test was used for 
this purpose. 
2. Frequencies - to compute frequency counts and basic 
statistics for all the variables in the study. 
3. Analysis of Variance - to test whether there was a 
significant difference in the mean scores of demographic. 
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participation, attitudes, and knowledge variable when grouped 
by project (lADP). inferences were based onF-value which 
compared the between group variance to within group variance. 
In cases where the F-values were significant at 0.05 level, 
the multiple comparison procedures were carried out. These 
procedures helped to identify the specific pairs of groups 
that had significantly different means. The Scheffé method 
with 0.05 significant level was used for these procedures. 
However, for cases where no two groups were significant at 
0.05 level, a lower significant level was used. 
4. Product-moment correlation - to determine degree of 
relationship between two variaibles. A positive correlation 
coefficient (r) indicated a positive relationship, while a 
negative coefficient reflected otherwise. 
Variables: Participation with the following variables; 
demographic, attitude and knowledge variables 
5. Multiple regression - to determine the relationship 
between two or more independent variables and a single 
dependent variable. This analysis results in development of a 
formula that explains as much variance in the dependent 
variable as possible (Wimmer and Dominick, 1987). In other 
word, this analysis helps in identifying independent variables 
that can be combined to form the best prediction of the 
dependent variable. Multiple correlation coefficient (R) and 
coefficient of determination (R^ ) provide additional 
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inferences on the analysis. 
Dependent variêibles: intensity of participation 
Independent variables: demographic, knowledge, and attitude 
variables. 
Data analysis was done between April to June, 1992 using 
the main frame computer facilities at Universiti Pertanian 
Malaysia and Iowa State University. 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS AMD DISCUSSION 
The primary purpose of this study was to determine the 
nature and intensity of farmers* participation in Integrated 
Agricultural Development Project in Peninsular Malaysia 
(lADP). Specifically this chapter addresses the following 
research objectives: 
1. determine the demographic characteristics of the 
farmers in the four selected lADPs; 
2. assess farmers' knowledge of lADP; 
3. determine farmers' attitudes toward lADP programs; 
4. determine farmers' attitudes toward lADP personnel; 
5. assess the nature and intensity of farmers' 
participation in developmental activities in lADP; 
6. determine the differences in selected variables 
among the four lADPs; and 
7. assess the relationships between selected variables 
and intensity of participation. 
Data for the study were obtained through personal 
interviews with 200 farmers. This figure comprised samples of 
50 respondents from each of the four selected lADPs. The data 
were analyzed utilizing the computer program Statistical 
Package for Social Science (SPSS*) . 
For a more systematic presentation, this chapter is 
organized into eight sections, namely: (1) reliability of 
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instrument, (2) demographic profile, (3) knowledge of lADP, 
(4) attitudes toward lADP programs, (5) attitudes toward lADP 
personnel, (6) participation in lADP, and (7) hypotheses 
testing. 
Reliability of Instrument 
Two sets of instruments were developed and utilized to 
solicit the attitudes of respondents toward lADP programs and 
lADP personnel. The former set consisted of 18 items, while 
the latter comprised 16 items. Both instruments employed a 
Likert scale for measurement. 
The sub-program Cronbach's Alpha was used to measure the 
reliability coefficients of the two instruments. Results of 
the analysis are presented in Table 3. The computed 
reliability coefficients were 0.7220 and 0.9225 for attitudes 
toward lADP programs and attitudes toward lADP personnel, 
respectively. Thus, it can be concluded that the reliability 
of both instruments was acceptable. 
Table 3. Reliability of instruments 
Instruments Number Reliabilitv coefficients 
of items Pre-test Post-test 
Attitudes toward 
lADP programs 18 0.8057 0.7220 
Attitudes toward 
lADP personnel 16 0.8607 0.9225 
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Comparison with the pre-test result, which was taken two 
weeks earlier, showed that there was a slight decrease in the 
coefficient for attitudes toward lADP programs (from 0.8057 to 
0.7220). In contrast, the coefficient of the other instrument 
increased from 0.8607 to 0.9225. 
Demographic Profile of Fzmners 
This section presents the percentage distribution of 
selected background information of the farmers. To provide 
more details, data in the following tables were categorized 
into five groups: four individual lADPs and overall data. The 
following abbreviations were used for the four lADPs: 
NWS Northwest Selangor 
KSM Krian Sungai Manik 
WJ West Johore 
WP West Pahang 
Age 
The summary distribution of farmers' age is presented in 
Table 4. More than one-half of the farmers in each of the 
four selected lADPs were above 50 years of age. The 
percentages for NWS, KSM, WJ, and WP were 62 percent, 56 
percent, 60 percent, and 58 percent, respectively. 
The 30 to 49 age group made up the second largest 
distribution of the farmers. This group, which can be 
considered to be the active labor force, comprised about 33 
63 
Table 4. Age of farmers 
Age NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Group (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
<30 10.0 4.0 4.0 12.0 7.5 
30 - 39 14.0 8.0 14.0 8.0 11.0 
40 - 49 14.0 32.0 22.0 22.0 22.5 
50 - 59 44.0 34.0 40.0 38.0 39.0 
60 - 69 12.0 20.0 12.0 12.0 14.0 
>69 6.0 2.0 8.0 8.0 6.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean 49.5 50.0 50.4 49.6 49.9 
Std dev 12.5 10.5 11.7 13.3 11.9 
Minimum 25.0 22.0 23.0 25.0 22.0 
Maximum 75.0 71.0 71.0 82.0 82.0 
percent of the overall farmers. In addition, only a small 
percentage of the farmers were less than 30 years (7.5 
percent). 
Gender 
Table 5 gives the percentage distribution of farmers by 
gender. About 95 percent of the farmers were male. The range 
of male farmers in the four lADPs was between 90 percent (WP) 
to 100 percent (WJ). 
This finding corresponds to the actual composition of the 
work force in the agricultural sector of these study areas. 
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Table 5. Gender of farmers 
NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Gender (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
Male 92.0 96.0 100.0 90.0 94.5 
Female 8.0 4.0 0.0 10.0 5.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
In addition, the man is considered to be the head of family, 
hence a large majority of the farmers included in this study 
were male. 
Marital Status 
Table 6 reveals that , more than 90 percent of the 
farmers in NWS, KSM and WJ were married compared to about 
three-fourths in WP. The overall analysis shows that 90 
percent of all farmers were married. 
Table 6. Marital status of farmers 
Marital NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Status (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
Single 6.0 2.0 6.0 14.0 7.0 
Married 92.0 96.0 94.0 78.0 90.0 
Divorced 2.0 2.0 0.0 8.0 3.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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The divorced group made up a relatively small 
percentage of the farmers (between zero to eight percent). 
The single group, on the other hand, made up seven percent 
of the overall farmers. 
Size of the Household 
The size of the household reflects the availability of 
the potential work force in a family. As portrayed in Table 
7, about one-half of the farmers in each of the four lADPs 
had at least six members in the family. In fact, about one-
third of the farmers in NWS, KSM and WP, and 46 percent of 
the WJ farmers had 4 to 6 members. Both the NWS and KSM 
farmers had a maximum of 14 member as compared to 12 for the 
WJ and WP groups. 
Table 7. Size of household 
Size of NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Household (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
1 - 3  10.0 20.0 12.0 18.0 15.0 
4 — 6 38.0 32.0 30.0 30.0 32.5 
7 - 9  32.0 30.0 46.0 32.0 35.0 
>9 20.0 18.0 12.0 20.0 17.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean 7.0 6.4 6.7 6.9 6.7 
Std dev 3.0 2.9 2.4 2.9 2.7 
Minimum 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 
Maximum 14.0 14.0 12.0 12.0 14.0 
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Even though there were some variations in percentage 
distribution among the four lADPs, means for these lADPs 
were close; 7.0 (NWS), 6.4 (KSM), 6.7 (WJ), and 6.9 (WP). 
These data indicate that there was a relatively large family 
work force in the four lADPs. This work force can be 
utilized in development activities to further improve the 
socio-economic conditions of farmers. 
Formal Education 
The formal education system in Malaysia consists of 
primary level (six years), lower secondary (3 years), 
secondary (2 years), and higher secondary (2 years). The 
number of years of formal education identified in this study 
corresponds to the educational level attained by the general 
population of these areas. 
Data related to years of formal education are presented 
in Table 8. A sizeable percentage (7.5 percent) of all 
farmers did not have any formal education. Farmers from KSM 
composed the largest (12 percent), while WP made up the 
smallest (2 percent) number without formal education. 
Table 8 reveals that a large percentage (69.5 percent) 
of all farmers had some primary education. The overall 
educational level of the farmers was plausibly low, as 
indicated by the means: 5.7 (NWS), 4.8 (KSM), 5.3 (WJ), 5.8 
(WP), and 5.4 (overall). This low educational level will 
have a significant implication, among others, on the nature, 
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Table 8. Formal education of farmers 
Years of NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Formal (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
Education % % % % % 
None 6.0 12.0 10.0 2.0 7.5 
1 - 3  18.0 28.0 18.0 20.0 21.0 
4 - 6  42.0 40.0 56.0 56.0 48.5 
7 - 9  22.0 12.0 8.0 10.0 13.0 
>9 12.0 8.0 8.0 12.0 10.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean 5.7 4.8 5.3 5.8 5.4 
Std dev 3.0 3.3 2.9 2.9 3.1 
Minimum 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Maximum 12.0 12.0 12.0 14.0 14.0 
frequency, and intensity of training programs for this group 
of farmers. 
Membership in Local Organizations 
Farmers were asked to disclose their membership in four 
selected local organizations. Results of the enquiry are 
displayed in Table 9. As for the youth association, 
membership is opened to any individuals up to about 45 years 
of age. Only 11 percent of all farmers were members in this 
association. The lowest percentage was among the KSM 
farmers (4 percent), while the highest was among the WP 
farmers (24 percent). This finding is congruent with the 
previous data on age of farmers where most of the farmers 
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were in older age groups. 
Membership in the funeral fund (khairat kematian^  was 
widely varied, ranging from 42 percent (NWS) to 80 percent 
(WJ). The fund is organized by the farmers to help the 
family of the deceased pay for funeral expenses. 
The third organization, political party, had the 
highest overall membership (83.5 percent) compared to the 
other local organizations. However, this study did not 
solicit specific political party affiliation. 
Finally, the overall membership in women's organization 
was found to be small. Only 4.5 percent of the farmers were 
members. This small percentage is comparable to the small 
number of women among the farmers. 
lADP should encourage farmers to participate in the 
above local organizations. These organizations, as 
emphasized by Casley (1987), can generate support to lADP 
development activities. 
Table 9. Membership in local organizations 
Local NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Organizations (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
Youth association 6. 0 4. 0 10. 0 24. 0 11. 0 
Funeral fund 42. 0 54. 0 
O
 
00 
0 44. 0 55. 0 
Political party 82. 0 80. 0 86. 0 86. 0 83. 5 
Women's organization 6. 0 2. 0 0. 0 H
 
O
 
0 4. 5 
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Land Ownership 
Ownership of agricultural land has always been an on­
going problem among rural communities. On the one hand 
there were landless farmers, while some others possessed 
small land size. This study attempted to uncover the status 
of land ownership among farmers in the four lADPs. 
Table 10 unveils the percentage breakdown of farmers by 
cunount of land owned. Thirty percent of KSM, 4 percent of 
NWS, and 2 percent of WJ farmers were landless. These 
farmers either farmed on land owned by others or involved in 
non-agricultural activities for their subsistence. 
Table 10. Land ownership 
Acres of NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Land (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
Owned % % % % % 
Zero 4.0 30.0 2.0 0.0 9.0 
H
 
1 
O
 
H
 2.0 H
 
to
 
O
 
2.0 4.0 5.0 
1.5 - 2.9 16.0 40.0 6.0 2.0 16.0 
w
 
0
 1 4
 ^
40.0 10.0 8.0 30.0 22.0 
4.5 - 5.9 6.0 2.0 10.0 8.0 6.5 
6.0 - 7.4 16.0 6.0 20.0 18.0 15.0 
>7.4 16.0 0.0 52.0 38.0 26.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean 4.6 1.7 8.4 6.8 5.4 
Std dev 3.6 1.6 5.1 3.9 4.5 
Minimum 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 
Maximum 21.0 6.5 30.0 20.0 30.0 
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Slightly more than one-half (52 percent) of the KSM, 18 
percent of the NWS, 8 percent of WJ, and 6 percent of the WP 
farmers had a small parcel of land, less than three acres. 
The percentage of KSM farmers that owned more than six acres 
was the smallest (6 percent) compared to 32 percent of the 
NWS, 72 percent of the WJ, and 56 percent of the WP farmers. 
The WJ farmers had the largest mean land size (8.4 
acres), followed by WP farmers (6.8 acres), NWS farmers (4.6 
acres), and 1.7 acres for the KSM farmers. Especially for 
KSM farmers, special efforts need to be done to create other 
income generating opportunities to compensate for the small 
mean land size. 
Main Crop 
Data on the type of main crop planted by farmers are 
summarized in Table 11. It is observed that only KSM was 
mono-cropping, the other three lADPs were multi-cropping. 
The only crop planted by KSM farmers was rice. In addition, 
66 percent of the NWS farmers planted this crop. Rice is a 
popular main crop in these two lADPs because of the 
availability of massive irrigation system to provide 
sufficient water. 
Beside rice, the NWS farmers also planted oil palm (20 
percent), rubber (8 percent), and coffee (2 percent). As 
for the WJ, 54 percent of its farmers planted pineapple as 
their main crop. Coconut and coffee were also popular in 
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Table 11. Main crop planted 
Main NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Crop (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
Rice 66.0 100.0 4.0 2.0 43.0 
Pineapple 0.0 0.0 54.0 0.0 13.5 
Rubber 8.0 0.0 0.0 42.0 12.5 
Cocoa 0.0 0.0 0.0 42.0 10.5 
Oil palm 20.0 0.0 4.0 4.0 7.0 
Coconut 0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 5.0 
Coffee 2.0 0.0 16.0 0.0 4.5 
Cash crop 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 1.5 
Oil palm/coffee 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 
Orchard 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 1.0 
Coconut/coffee 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
WJ, where 20 percent, and 16 percent of the farmers planted 
these crops, respectively. 
Rubber and cocoa were two major main crops among WP 
farmers (42 percent each). The overall analysis unveils 
that rice was the most grown crop (43 percent), followed by 
pineapple (13.5 percent), and rubber (12.5 percent). 
Primary Occupation 
Table 12 discloses data on the main occupation of the 
farmers. Farming was the main occupation of the farmers, 
ranging from 82 percent (NWS) to 96 percent (KSM). 
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Only a small percentage of the farmers were involved in 
other occupations, such as businessmen (4 percent), 
government employee (1.5 percent), and private workers (1.5 
percent). lADP needs to divert some of the current farmers 
that possess small land size to other jobs as a means to 
increase their income. 
Têible 12. Primary occupation 
Primary 
Occupation 
NWS 
(n=50) 
% 
KSM 
(n=50) 
% 
WJ 
(n=50) 
% 
WP 
(n=50) 
% 
Overall 
(n=200) 
% 
Farmer 82.0 96.0 92.0 92.0 90.5 
Businessman 2.0 2.0 8.0 4.0 4.0 
Government 
employee 2.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 1.5 
Private worker 4.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 
Others 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Monthly Income from Agricultural Activities 
The breakdown of farmers by monthly agricultural income 
is presented in Table 13. The NWS farmers received the 
highest average monthly income of M$609.00. M$ refers to 
Malaysian Ringgit (Malaysian currency). The second highest 
was among the WJ (M$577.50), followed by KSM (M$396.38), and 
WP (M$342.80). 
Ninety percent of the WP farmers and 82 percent of KSM 
73 
received M$500.00 or less per month compared to 68 percent 
for NWS and 58 percent for WJ farmers. At the higher income 
level, none of the WP farmers received more than M$900.00. 
On the contrary, 14 percent, 10 percent, and 6 percent of 
the NWS, WJ, and KSM, respectively reached this income 
level. 
It is also worth noting that from the overall analysis 
that the average monthly income was M$481.42. There was a 
wide range in income for the farmers; M$50.00 to M$4500.00 
per month. 
Table 13. Monthly income from agricultural activities 
Income NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
(M$/month) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
<301 40. 0 52. 0 32. 0 60. 0 46. 0 
301 - 500 26. 0 30. 0 26. 0 30. 0 28. 0 
501 - 700 14. 0 8. 0 18. 0 6. 0 11. 5 
701 - 900 6. 0 4. 0 14. 0 4. 0 7. 0 
901 - 1100 0. 0 0. 0 2. 0 0. 0 0. 5 
1101 - 1300 4. 0 4. 0 4. 0 0. 0 3 . 0 
>1300 10. 0 2. 0 4. 0 0. 0 4, 0 
Total 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 
Mean 609. 00 396. 38 577. 50 342. 80 481. 42 
Std dev 705. 18 301. 30 418. 12 157. 61 454. 99 
Minimum 50. 00 100. 00 150. 00 100. 00 50. 00 
Maximum 4500. 00 1600. 00 2200. 00 850. 00 4500. 00 
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Monthly Income from Non-Agricultural Sources 
As disclosed in Table 14, a large majority of the 
farmers had no income from non-agricultural sources. The 
pertinent percentages ranged from 64 percent (WP) to 88 
percent (WJ). In addition, about two-thirds of the NWS (30 
percent) and WP (34 percent) farmers had income between 
M$1.00 to M$500.00 On the other hand, only 8 percent of WJ 
and 18 percent of KSM farmers received this income. 
On the other extreme, only two percent each of NWS, 
KSM, and WJ farmers received income more than M$1100.00 from 
Table 14. Monthly income from non-agricultural sources 
Income NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
(M$/month) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
Zero 68.0 80.0 88.0 64.0 75.0 
1 - 300 20.0 14.0 4.0 26.0 16.0 
301 - 500 10.0 4.0 4.0 8.0 6.5 
501 - 700 0.0 0.0 2.0 2.0 0.5 
701 - 900 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 
901 - 1100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
1101 - 1300 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 
>1300 2.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 1.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean 106.40 53.94 73.00 87.50 80.21 
Std dev 301.74 187.49 252.58 161.06 231.39 
Minimum 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Maximum 2000.00 1200.00 1500.00 700.00 2000.00 
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non-agricultural sources. The means income were M$53.94, 
M$73.00, M$87.50, and M$106.40 for KSM, WJ, WP, and NWS, 
respectively. 
Total Monthly Income 
Total monthly income was computed by adding the income 
from agricultural activities and the income from non-
agricultural sources. Summary distribution of the total 
monthly income is presented in Table 15. 
As of 1990, the national poverty level was defined at 
M$370.00 per month (Malaysia,1991). Thus, one-half of the 
KSM and 46 percent of the WP farmers were below the poverty 
line. The percentages for the NWS and WJ farmers were 24 
percent and 32 percent, respectively. These figures 
indicate a substantial poverty among the farmers. 
Farmers with monthly income ranging from M$370 to M$700 
made up another notable income group in this study. About 
one-half of the farmers from all lADPs received this income 
range. A relatively small percentages of the farmers from 
the four lADPs had income higher than M$900.00. 
Consistence with the agricultural and non-agricultural 
incomes, the NWS farmers attained the highest mean income of 
M$715.40 per month, followed by WJ farmers (M$650.50). The 
mean monthly income for KSM and WP farmers were much lower, 
M$450.32 and M$430.30, respectively. 
Even though the mean incomes for the four lADPs were 
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Table 15. Total monthly income 
Income NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
(M$/month) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
<370 24.0 50.0 32.0 64.0 38.0 
370 - 500 28.0 26.0 24.0 26.0 26.0 
501 - 700 28.0 14.0 20.0 16.0 19.5 
701 - 900 6.0 2.0 10.0 10.0 7.0 
901 - 1100 0.0 0.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 
1101 - 1300 2.0 4.0 4.0 0.0 2.5 
>1300 12.0 4.0 8.0 0.0 6.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean 715.40 450.32 650.50 430.30 561.63 
Std dev 769.29 374.66 521.12 194.48 521.38 
Minimum 150.00 100.00 150.00 150.00 100.00 
Maximum 4500.00 2100.00 2400.00 1000.00 4500.00 
above the national poverty line, there were substantial 
percentage of the farmers who were still below the poverty 
line. Thus additional efforts need to be undertaken to 
achieve the fourth objective of lADP; to improve the level 
of living of rural population. 
Knowledge of lADF 
This section reports data for the second objective of 
this study, to determine the level of farmers' knowledge of 
lADP. The knowledge measure provides four sub-scores and a 
composite score. The sub-scores constitute: 1) general 
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knowledge of lADP, 2) farmer's knowledge of lADP objectives, 
3) farmers' knowledge of lADP functions, and 4) farmers' 
knowledge of lADP components. 
General knowledge of lADP 
Farmers were asked to name the ministry that 
administered lADPs and the name of their respective lADP 
directors. Responses for these two questions were reported 
in Table 16. With regard to the first question, more than 
one-half of the farmers from all the four lADPs provided 
correct response. The lowest percentage came from WP 
farmers (58 percent), while the highest was from WJ farmers 
(64 percent). 
On the contrary, there was a wide range of correct 
responses regarding the name of respective lADP directors. 
Table 16. Farmers' knowledge of lADP ministry 
and directors 
Knowledge 
of lADP 
NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
(n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
Name of ministry 
Correct 
Incorrect 40.0 38.0 36.0 42.0 39.0 
60.0 62.0 64.0 58.0 61.0 
Name of director 
Correct 
Incorrect 98.0 88.0 96.0 44.0 81.5 
2.0 12.0 4.0 56.0 18.5 
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Except for the WP farmers that had 56 percent correct 
response, most farmers from other lADPs did not know the 
name of their directors. Only two percent of the NWS 
farmers, four percent of WJ farmers, and 12 percent of the 
KSM farmers managed to provide correct name of their 
respective directors. The low correct responses from the 
NWS farmers might be contributed to the recent change in the 
director position. 
Oakley (1991), highlights that knowledge on project 
organization is an important indicator of participation. 
Thus knowledge on these two variables reflects farmers• 
participation in lADP activities. 
Farmers' Knowledge of lADP Objectives 
Farmers were requested to verbalize the objectives of 
lADP. The responses were checked against the five commonly 
stated objectives of lADP. Summary of the responses is 
presented in Table 17. With reference to the table, the 
most mentioned objective was to "increase agricultural 
productivity". This objective was mentioned by 66 percent, 
82 percent, 92 percent, and 96 percent of NWS, WP, KSM, and 
WJ farmers, respectively. 
The second highest mentioned objective was to "improve 
standard of living in rural communities", as indicated by 
about 55 percent the overall farmers. This objective was 
most frequently mentioned lADP objective by WP farmers (94 
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percent). By contrast, only 28 percent of NWS fanners 
revealed this response. 
The other three objectives, as listed in the tcible, 
were mentioned by a small percentage of the farmers. The 
overall percentage ranged between 13 to 25 percent. Farmers 
need to be informed on the lADP objectives. This knowledge 
can contribute to higher commitment of the farmers to help 
in the realization of the objectives. 
Têible 17. Farmers' knowledge of lADP objectives^  
lADP NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Objectives (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
Increase agricul­
tural productivity 
and income 66. 0 92. 0 96. 0 82. 0 84 .0 
Alleviate living 
standard of rural 
communities 28. 0 32. 0 64. 0 94. 0 54 .5 
Modernize agricul­
ture through use 
of appropriate 
technology 26. 0 22. 0 12. 0 40. 0 25 .0 
Encourage team 
work among farmers 8. 0 12. 0 16. 0 18. 0 13 .5 
Improve extension 
services in rural 
areas 10. 0 14. 0 18. 0 10. 0 13 .0 
 ^Percentage is non-additive due to multiple responses. 
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Farmers' Knowledge of lADP Functions 
In order to determine the farmers' knowledge on 
functions of lADP, they were asked to describe the functions 
of lADP. The responses were checked against seven common 
functions of lADP as listed in the questionnaire. Table 18 
provides the percentage breakdown of the responses. 
As compared to knowledge of objectives, a smaller 
percentage of the overall farmers managed to describe the 
functions of lADP. Only 62 percent of all farmers mentioned 
"provide drainage facilities" as a function of lADP. 
However, about one-third of WP farmers mentioned this 
particular function. 
Other functions that were mentioned by nearly 
one-half of the overall farmers included "build and 
improve rural road" (45 percent), and "provide extension 
service" (44.5 percent). However, there were wide range of 
responses among farmers by lADP, especially for the latter 
function. The lowest response was among WJ farmers (18 
percent), while the highest response was from WP farmers (70 
percent). 
Responses for the other four functions were very small, 
ranging from one to seven percent. These functions were 
"build/improve farmers' development center" (7 percent), 
"provide marketing facility" (7 percent),"provide loan 
facility" (6 percent), and "provide processing facility" 
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Table 18. Fanners' knowledge of lADP functions^  
lADP 
Functionss 
NWS 
(n=50) 
% 
KSM 
(n=50) 
% 
WJ 
(n=50) 
% 
WP 
fn=50) 
% 
Overall 
(n=200) 
% 
Provide drainage 
and irrigation 
facilities 78.0 66.0 72.0 32.0 62.0 
Build or improve 
rural roads 36.0 54.0 54.0 36.0 45.0 
Provide extension 
services 42.0 48.0 18.0 70.0 44.5 
Build or improve 
Farmers' Develop­
ment Center (FDC) 6.0 2.0 2.0 18.0 7.0 
Provide marketing 
services 2.0 0.0 26.0 0.0 7.0 
Provide credit 
facilities 12.0 10.0 0.0 2.0 6.0 
Provide processing 
facilities 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 1.0 
 ^Percentage is non-additive due to multiple responses. 
(1 percent). 
Farmers can benefit more from the establishment of lADP 
if they were informed on the lADP functions. Thus, lADP 
needs to continuously informed the farmers of their 
functions. 
Farmers' Knowledge of lADP Components 
The final measurement of farmers' knowledge was related 
to lADP components. The purpose was to reveal the farmers' 
knowledge of different agencies involved in an lADP. 
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Farmers were asked to indicate the names of different 
agencies involved in lADP. A summary of the responses is 
presented in Table 19. 
The highest mentioned agency was Department of 
Agriculture (90.5 percent). In fact, all the WP farmers 
named this agency. Two other agencies were mentioned by 
slightly more than one-half of the overall farmers. The 
agencies were Farmers' Organization Authority (57.5 
percent), and Department of Drainage and Irrigation (57 
Table 19. Farmers' knowledge of lADP components^  
lADP NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Components (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
Department of 
Agriculture 84. 0 88. 0 90. 0 100. 0 90. 5 
Farmers' Organiza-
tion Authority 44. 0 84. 0 60. 0 42. 0 57. 5 
Drainage and 
Irrigation 
Department 46. 0 80. 0 72. 0 30. 0 57. 0 
Department of 
Veterinary 
Service 10. 0 14. 0 2. 0 52. 0 19. 5 
Federal Agricultural 
Marketing Authority 10. 0 0. 0 8. 0 42. 0 15. 0 
Malaysian Agricul­
tural and Research 
Development 
Authority (MARDI) 18. 0 0. 0 6. 0 12. 0 11. 0 
Agricultural Bank 16. 0 14. 0 0. 0 4. 0 8. 5 
 ^Percentage is non-additive due to multiple responses. 
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percent). 
The other four agencies were mentioned by less than 
one-fifth of the overall farmers. The Agricultural Bank was 
mentioned by only 8.5 percent of the farmers. 
Farmers' Composite Knowledge of lADP Score 
A total of 21 items were used to calculate the 
composite lADP knowledge score. Two items measured general 
knowledge of lADP. Two points were assigned for correct 
responses and one point for incorrect responses. The other 
19 items related to farmers* knowledge of lADP objectives, 
functions, and components were scored as follows: two-point 
if the farmer mentioned the item and cne-point if other 
Table 20. Farmers' composite knowledge of lADP scored 
Composite NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Knowledge (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
Scores % % % % % 
<25 16.0 10.0 2.0 8.0 9.0 
25 - 29 62.0 66.0 82.0 52.0 65.5 
30 - 34 20.0 24.0 16.0 38.0 24.5 
>34 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 1.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean 27.1 28.1 27.8 29.0 28.0 
Std dev 3.1 2.6 1.7 3.1 2.8 
Minimum 21.0 22.0 24.0 24.0 21.0 
Maximum 35.0 34.0 31.0 36.0 36.0 
 ^Minimum possible score = 21; Maximum possible score = 42 
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wise. 
Based on the above scoring scheme, the lowest possible 
individual composite knowledge of lADP score was 21, while 
the highest possible score was 42. Table 20 provides the 
percentage distribution of farmers by composite knowledge of 
lADP score. A large majority of the farmers, 98 percent for 
WJ, 90 percent each for KSM and WP, and 82 percent for NWS, 
had composite scores between 25 and 34. On the other hand, 
a much smaller percentage received less than 25, and the 
least percentage received a score of 34 or greater. 
The mean composite knowledge of lADP score for farmers 
in the four lADPs ranged from 27.1 (NWS) to 29.0 (WP). 
Interestingly, the minimum score for the overall analysis 
was 21 and the maximum score was 36. 
Farmers' Attitudes toward lAOP Programs 
An instrument consisting of 18 items was developed and 
deployed to measure farmers' attitudes toward lADP programs. 
This instrument utilized a five-point Likert scale. The 
scale constituted: 1 - strongly disagree; 2 - disagree; 3 -
neutral; 4 - agree; and 5 - strongly agree. The instrument 
consisted of both positive as well as negative statements. 
The negative statements attempted to enforce and counter 
check responses from individuals. The scale for these 
negative statements were reversed in the final computation 
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of composite attitude scores. Thus, a score of 90 (18x5) 
was possible. 
A summary of responses on farmers* attitudes toward 
lADP progreuns for NWS, KSM, WJ, WP, and overall is presented 
in Téibles 68 to 72 in Appendix B Generally, the responses 
for the 18 items were more towards "agree", and "strongly 
agree" responses. 
Composite Attitude Score towards lADP Programs 
The composite attitude score for farmers ranged from 
18 to 90 . As revealed in Table 21, about one-fourth of NWS 
farmers (26 percent), and WP farmers (24 percent) received 
scores of less than 65. In contrast, only two percent and 
eight percent of WP and KSM farmers, respectively, received 
this score. 
For the high end score (75 and above), only 2 percent 
of NWS, 4 percent of KSM, and 14 percent of WP farmers were 
at this level. A majority of the farmers had scores between 
65 and 74. The respective percentages were 72 percent for 
NWS, 88 percent for KSM, 98 percent for WJ, and 62 percent 
for the WP farmers. 
Even though there were variations in the score 
distribution, the mean composite score for farmers of the 
four lADPs were close, between 66 to 70 . Mean score for 
the overall group was 68.1. 
86 
Table 21. Farmers' composite attitude score 
towards lADP programs^  
Composite NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Scores (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
<60 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 1.0 
60 - 64 24.0 8.0 2.0 22.0 14.0 
65 - 69 56.0 60.0 48.0 50.0 53.5 
70 - 74 16.0 28.0 50.0 12.0 26.5 
75 - 79 2.0 4.0 0.0 12.0 4.5 
>79 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean 66.6 68.4 69.5 68.0 68.1 
Std dev 3.7 3.4 2.4 4.9 3.8 
Minimum 58.0 63.0 62.0 59.0 58.0 
Maximum 76.0 77.0 74.0 83.0 83.0 
 ^Minimum possible score =18; Maximum possible score = 90 
Farmers* Attitudes toward lADP Personnel 
Measurement of attitudes toward lADP personnel 
employed the same Likert-scale as used for attitudes toward 
lADP programs. However, this instrument consisted of only 
16, both positive and negative, items. Tables 73 to 77, in 
Appendix B, provide summary breakdown of the responses for 
the four respective lADPs, and the overall respondent. 
Composite Attitude Score towards lADP Personnel 
Cognizance of the above five-point Likert score, the 
minimum composite score was 16 points, while the highest 
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score was 80 points. A summary of the percentage 
distribution is presented in Têible 22. None of the WJ 
farmers received scores of less than 60 points. By 
contrast, 16 percent of NWS, 12 percent of KSM, and 4 
percent of WP farmers had scores of less than 60. 
Table 22. Farmers* composite attitude score 
towards lADP personnel^  
Composite NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Scores (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
<50 8.0 6.0 0.0 2.0 4.0 
50 - 54 8.0 6.0 0.0 2.0 4.0 
55 - 59 20.0 16.0 0.0 8.0 11.0 
60 - 64 54.0 52.0 78.0 58.0 60.5 
65 - 69 8.0 12.0 22.0 18.0 15.0 
>69 2.0 8.0 0.0 12.0 5.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean 60.3 61.5 64.2 64.6 62.7 
Std dev 6.1 7.2 1.0 6.8 6.1 
Minimum 41.0 37.0 60.0 41.0 37.0 
Maximum 76.0 74.0 67.0 80.0 80.0 
 ^Minimum possible score = 16; Maximum possible score = 80 
On the other extreme, two percent of NWS, 8 percent of 
KSM, and 12 percent of WP farmers received scores of 69 or 
higher. None of the WJ farmers attained this score. All 
the WJ farmers received score between 60 to 69. 
Although the score distribution among the four lADPs 
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was quite dispersed, their mean scores were relatively 
close. The mean scores for NWS, KSM, WJ, and WP farmers 
were 60.3, 61.5, 64.2, and 64.6, respectively 
Farmers* Participation in lADP 
One of the major purposes of this study was to assess 
the scope and intensity of farmers' participation in lADPs. 
The assessment was organized into four phases of 
participation: 1) participation in decision making, 2) 
participation in implementation, 3) participation in 
benefits, and 4) participation in evaluation, and 5) 
intensity of farmers' participation. 
Farmers' Participation in Decision Making 
This section focuses on farmers' level of participation 
in selected local organizations and several activities 
related to decision making. 
Membership on VDSC Farmers were asked about their 
membership on the Village Development and Security Committee 
(VDSC). Ordinary members, in this case, referred to 
ordinary committee member, while committee member referred 
to the three main positions (chairman, secretary, or 
treasurer). A summary of the responses is presented in 
Table 23. 
The percentage of farmers involved in VDSC was quite 
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high. About 30 percent of the overall farmers were either 
ordinary or committee members. The highest percentage was 
among the WP farmers (40 percent), while the lowest was 
êimong the WJ farmers (14 percent). 
Tcible 23. Membership on Village Development 
and Security Committee 
NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Status (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
Non-member 74.0 64.0 86.0 60.0 71.0 
Ordinary member 12.0 8.0 0.0 4.0 6.0 
Committee member 14.0 28.0 14.0 36.0 23.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Membership in AFA The Area Farmers' Association 
(AFA) was established by Farmers' Organization Authority 
(FOA) as a body to organize group effort among farmers in a 
particular locality. Farmers were asked on their membership 
in the AFA. Table 24 provides the percentage distribution 
of the responses. 
As revealed in the overall analysis, slightly more than 
two-thirds (70.5 percent) of the farmers were members in 
AFA. Only four percent of the NWS farmers were committee 
members, as compared more than 10 percent of farmers in the 
other lADPs that held these positions. 
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Têible 24. Membership in Area Farmers' Association 
NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Status (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
Non-member 32.0 24.0 24.0 38.0 29.5 
Ordinary member 64.0 64.0 64.0 48.0 60.0 
Committee member 4.0 12.0 12.0 14.0 10.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Block/Group Leader Generally, farmers were 
organized in block or groups to facilitate a more effective 
development activities. Block or group leaders were elected 
to lead their respective blocks or groups. As revealed in 
Table 25, the percentage of farmers holding block/group 
leader position was relatively small. Only 16 percent each 
of NWS and KSM farmers, 20 percent of WJ, and 14 percent of 
WP farmers were holding these positions. 
Table 25. Position as block or group leaders 
Block/group NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
leader (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n= 200) 
% % % % % 
Yes 16.0 16.0 20.0 H
 
O
 
16 .5 
No 84.0 84.0 80.0 86.0 83 .5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100 .0 
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Participation in Field Trips Table 26 discloses the 
data on frequency of fanners' participation in field trips 
organized by their respective lADPs in the last year. About 
two-thirds of NWS (68 percent) and KSM (62 percent) farmers 
had never participated in a field trip. In addition, 
slightly smaller percentage of WJ (40 percent) and WP (42 
percent) farmers were in this category. The WP farmers had 
the highest percentage of farmers participating in field 
trips. 
Table 26. Participation in field trips 
Frequencies 
NWS 
(n=50) 
% 
KSM 
(n=50) 
% 
WJ 
(n=50) 
% 
WP 
(n=50) 
% 
Overall 
(n=200) 
% 
Zero 68.0 62.0 40.0 42.0 53.0 
1 - 2  30.0 32.0 54.0 42.0 39.5 
3 — 5 2.0 4.0 6.0 16.0 7.0 
6 - 1 1  0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 
>11 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Involvement in Farmina Demonstration Table 27 
reveals slightly more than half of the overall farmers (54 
percent) were not involved in farming demonstrations in the 
last year. In addition, 78 percent and 66 percent of the WJ 
and NWS farmers had not been involved in such farming 
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Têible 27. Involvement in farming demonstrations 
NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Frequencies (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
Zero 66.0 56.0 78.0 16.0 54.0 
1 - 2  26.0 26.0 14.0 24.0 22.5 
3 — 5 4.0 12.0 4.0 34.0 13.5 
6 - 1 1  4.0 4.0 2.0 14.0 6.0 
>11 0.0 2.0 2.0 12.0 4.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
demonstrations. As for the WP and KSM farmers, a higher 
percentage of them, 58 percent and 38 percent, respectively, 
were involved in one to five farming demonstrations. 
Attendance at VDSC Meetings As revealed in Table 
28, a large percentage of the farmers did not attend any 
VDSC meeting. This finding is congruent with the previous 
data on membership in VDSC, where only a small percentage of 
the farmers were members in this committee. 
Attendance at AFA Meetings Farmers were asked to 
indicate the frequency of their attendance at AFA meetings 
in the last year. Data for this enquiry are presented in 
Table 29. As with the VDSC, attendance in AFA meetings was 
relatively low. Nearly one-third of the KSM farmers, and 
about one-half of NWS, WJ, and WP farmers did not attend any 
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Table 28. Attendance at VDSC meetings 
NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Frequencies (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
Zero 78.0 62.0 86.0 76.0 75.5 
1 - 2  12.0 0.0 8.0 4.0 6.0 
3 - 5  6.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 2.0 
6 - 1 1  2.0 12.0 0.0 4.0 4.5 
>11 2.0 26.0 4.0 16.0 12.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Table 29. Attendance at AFA meetings 
NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Frequencies (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
Zero 52.0 30.0 44.0 46.0 43.0 
1 - 2  36.0 56.0 54.0 44.0 47.5 
3 - 5  12.0 14.0 2.0 4.0 8.0 
6 - 1 1  0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 1.5 
>11 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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meetings. In addition, only six percent of WP farmers 
attended between 6 to 11 times. 
Attendance at Group Meetings Table 30 provides the 
percentage breakdown of farmers attendance at group 
meetings. Group meetings, in this case, refer to meetings 
planned and conducted by the farmers groups. Except for WJ 
farmers, most farmers attended no group meetings. 
It is interesting to note that none of the NWS and only 
two percent of the KSM farmers attended more than six 
meetings. On the other hand, 34 percent of WJ and 22 
percent of WP farmers attended at least six group meetings 
in the last year. 
Table 30. Attendance at group meetings 
NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Frequencies (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
Zero 78.0 70.0 18.0 50.0 54.0 
1 - 2  10.0 24.0 12.0 18.0 16.0 
3 - 5  12.0 4.0 36.0 10.0 15.5 
6 - 1 1  0.0 0.0 2.0 12.0 3.5 
>11 0.0 2.0 32.0 10.0 11.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Involvement in Planning Training Activities Teible 
31 reveals the percentage breakdown of farmers involved in 
planning training activities. Most of the NWS (98 percent), 
KSM (94 percent) and WJ (98 percent) farmers were not 
involved in such activities. In contrast three-fifths of 
the WP farmers had not been involved in planning training 
activities. 
Table 31. Involvement in planning training activities 
NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Frequencies (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
Zero 98.0 94.0 98.0 60.0 87.5 
1 - 2  2.0 2.0 0.0 20.0 6.0 
3 - 5  0.0 4.0 2.0 12.0 4.5 
6 - 1 1  0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 1.5 
>11 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Involvement in AFA Committee Election and Surveys A 
summary of farmers' involvement in AFA committee election 
and surveys is presented in Table 32. With respect to 
involvement in AFA election, 48 percent of NWS and WP 
farmers, and slightly more than one-half of KSM and WJ 
farmers had been involved in the election. 
As for involvement in surveys conducted by the 
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Table 32. Involvement in AFA committee election 
and surveys 
NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Activity (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
AFA election 
Yes 48.0 64.0 58.0 48.0 54.5 
No 52.0 36.0 42.0 52.0 45.5 
Surveys 
Yes 24.0 18.0 4.0 54.0 25.0 
No 76.0 82.0 96.0 46.0 75.0 
respective lADP management, slightly more than one-half (54 
percent) of WP farmers had been involved. On the other 
hand, only 24 percent, 18 percent, and 4 percent of the NWS, 
KSM and WJ farmers, respectively, had been involved in 
surveys in the last year. 
Composite Participation in Decision Making Score A 
total of eleven variables constituted elements in the 
computation of composite participation in decision making 
scores (PDM). The elements included; membership in VDSC 
(DM1), membership in AFA (DM2), position as group/block 
leader (DM3), participation in field trips (DM4), 
involvement in farming demonstrations (DM5), attendance at 
VDSC (DM6), attendance at AFA (DM7), attendance at group 
meetings (DM8), involvement in planning training activities 
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(DM9), involvement in AFA committee election (DM10), and 
involvement in surveys (DM11). The formula for the 
calculation was: 
PDM = DM1 + DM2 + DM3 + DM4 + DM5 + DM6 + DM7 + DM8 + 
DM9 + DM10 + DM11 
The first two variables on membership utilized a three-
point scale: 1 - non-member, 2 - ordinary member, and 3 -
committee member. The positions as group/block leader, 
involvement in AFA committee election, and involvement in 
surveys were assigned two-point scale, namely 1 - yes, and 
2 - no. The other variables, on the other hand, utilized 
the following scale to represent the frequencies of 
involvement: never (zero times); rare (1-2 times); 
occasional (3-5 times); fairly often (6-11 times); an 
frequent (more than 11 times). The corresponding scale used 
was one, two, three, four, and five points. 
Based on the above formula and scale, the possible 
composite participation scores ranged from 11 to 42. Table 
33 provides a summary distribution of the scores. Slightly 
more than one-half (58 percent) of the NWS farmers received 
score less than 15 points; none received score greater than 
30. Thus, the mean score for NWS was only 15.1. 
The mean scores for KSM and WJ farmers were close, 17.4 
and 17.1, respectively. Even though about one-third of the 
KSM farmers received less than 15 points as compared to 
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Table 33. Composite participation in decision 
making score^  
Composite NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Scores (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
<15 58.0 32.0 22.0 22.0 33.5 
15 - 19 30.0 24.0 62.0 34.0 37.5 
20 - 24 10.0 38.0 14.0 24.0 21.5 
25 - 29 2.0 6.0 0.0 10.0 4.5 
30 - 34 0.0 0.0 2.0 6.0 2.0 
>34 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 1.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean 15.1 17.4 17.1 19.6 17.3 
Std dev 3.4 4.5 3.5 6.2 4.8 
Minimum 11.0 11.0 12.0 11.0 11.0 
Maximum 26.0 26.0 31.0 36.0 36.0 
 ^Minimum possible score =11; Maximum possible score = 42 
only 22 percent of WJ farmers, nonetheless 38 percent of the 
former and only 14 percent of the latter received score 
between 20 to 24 points. 
Compared to farmers of the other three lADPs, about 
one-third (34 percent) of the WP farmers received scores 
between 20 to 29. In addition, 10 percent of them received 
scores of 30 or higher. This positive response was 
reflected by a mean score of 19.6. 
As a summary, the overall farmers* participation in 
decision making was relatively low. The overall composite 
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mean score was only 17.3 which was much lower than 26.5 (the 
mid point between the lowest possible score of 11 and the 
highest possible score of 42). In order to facilitate the 
efforts towards alleviating standard of living, as 
reiterated by Arnold (1985), farmers need to be more 
involved in decision making. 
Farmers' Participation in Implementation 
Adoption of recommended agricultural practices and 
contribution to project made up variables employed in the 
measurement of composite participation scores in 
implementation. The former comprised six variables, namely 
adoption of plant material, planting technique, chemical 
fertilizer, insect control, weed control, and book keeping. 
The latter included contributions in cash, voluntary labor, 
land, and building. 
A five-point scale was used in the measurement of 
participation score in implementation for the above ten 
variables. The scale constituted: 1 - none, 2 - low, 3 -
moderate, 4 - above average, and 5 - high. Assignment of 
the above scale was based on the extent of adopting the 
respective practices. Full adoption was indicated by 
"high", while "none" was used for no adoption. Each 
enumerator involved in the study was given a guide list. 
This guide included a list of recommended practices as 
ascribed by the four lADPs in relation to the different 
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crops planted. 
Adoption of Plant Material Table 34 reveals the 
distribution of adoption of recommended plant material among 
farmers of the four selected lADPs. None of WJ and WP 
farmers were at the "none" and "low" level of adoption. 
However, 12 percent of NWS and 14 percent of KSM farmers 
were in this category. 
Table 34. Adoption of plant material 
Adoption 
Level 
NWS 
(n=50) 
% 
KSM 
(n=50) 
% 
WJ 
(n=50) 
% 
WP 
(n=50) 
% 
Overall 
(n=200) 
% 
None 10.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 3.5 
Low 2.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 
Moderate 16.0 44.0 16.0 6.0 20.5 
Above average 10.0 20.0 16.0 44.0 22.5 
High 62.0 22.0 68.0 50.0 50.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Only 44 percent of KSM farmers claimed to be in the 
"above average" and "high" adoption level. The other three 
lADPs had a higher percentage level of adoption. The 
highest of was the WP farmers (94 percent), followed by WJ 
farmers (84 percent), and NWS farmers (72 percent). 
Adoption of plant materials among the overall farmers 
was relatively high as only about 7 percent of the farmers 
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were in the "none" and "low" adoption level. In addition, 
slightly more than one-half (50.5 percent) were in the 
"high" adoption level. 
Adoption of Planting Technique TaJale 35 reveals 
that the NWS farmers were the highest to adopt the planting 
technique. Slightly more than four-fifths (82 percent) of 
these farmers adopted "high" level of adoption, and an 
additional 10 percent were in the "above average" level. 
However, four percent of them had not adopted the technique. 
The second highest to adopt the planting technique were 
the WJ farmers. More than four-fifths (86 percent) of them 
were either in the "above average" and "high" adoption 
level. As for the WP farmers, none of them claimed to be in 
the "none" or "low" adoption level. In fact, slightly more 
than four-fifths (84 percent) of these farmers were in the 
Table 35. Adoption of planting technique 
Adoption 
Level 
NWS 
(n=50) 
% 
KSM 
(n=50) 
% 
WJ 
(n=50) 
% 
WP 
(n=50) 
% 
Overall 
(n=200) 
% 
None 4.0 16.0 6.0 0.0 6.5 
Low 0.0 8.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 
Moderate 4.0 34.0 8.0 16.0 15.5 
Above average 10.0 12.0 24.0 36.0 20.5 
High 82.0 30.0 62.0 48.0 55.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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"above average" and "high" adoption level. 
There were much variations in the adoption of planting 
technique among the KSM farmers. They represented the 
highest (16 percent) group that had not adopt the practice. 
In addition, 42 percent of them were in the "above average" 
and "high" adoption level. 
Adoption of Chemical Fertilizers Adoption of 
chemical fertilizers among the farmers were considerably 
high. The percentages of the NWS, KSM, WJ, and WP farmers 
that were in the "above average" and "high" adoption level 
were 80 percent, 90 percent, 82 percent, and 64 percent, 
respectively (Table 36). At the other extreme, only two 
percent of NWS and WJ, and none of the KSM farmers asserted 
not to use chemical fertilizer. 
Table 36. Adoption of chemical fertilizer 
Adoption 
Level 
NWS 
(n=50) 
% 
KSM 
(n=50) 
% 
WJ 
(n=50) 
% 
WP 
(n=50) 
% 
Overall 
(n=200) 
% 
None 2.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 1.0 
Low 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.5 
Moderate 18.0 10.0 16.0 34.0 19.5 
Above average 12.0 30.0 28.0 22.0 23.0 
High 68.0 60.0 54.0 42.0 56.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Adoption of Insect Control Compared to the adoption 
of chemical fertilizer, adoption of insect control among the 
farmers was slightly lower. The overall analysis indicated 
that only 66 percent of the farmers were in the "above 
average" and "high" adoption level (Table 37). The WJ 
farmers made up the largest group (22 percent) who had not 
adopt insect control. However, only 10 percent, two 
percent, and none of the NWS, KSM, and WP farmers, 
respectively, had not adopt this practice. 
Table 37. Adoption of insect control 
Adoption 
Level 
NWS 
(n=50) 
% 
KSM 
(n=50) 
% 
WJ 
(n=50) 
% 
WP 
(n=50) 
% 
Overall 
(n=200) 
% 
None 10.0 2.0 22.0 0.0 8.5 
Low 2.0 2.0 0.0 10.0 3.5 
Moderate 22.0 32.0 20.0 14.0 22.0 
Above average 18.0 24.0 38.0 30.0 27.5 
High 48.0 40.0 20.0 46.0 38.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Adoption of Weed Control Table 38 presents the 
summary breakdown of farmers by adoption of weed control. 
About two-thirds of the farmers from the four lADPs had been 
in "above average" and "high" adoption level. On the other 
hand, 16 percent of NWS, six percent of WJ, and two percent 
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Table 38. Adoption of weed control 
Adoption 
Level 
NWS 
(n=50) 
% 
KSM 
(n=50) 
% 
WJ 
(n=50) 
% 
WP 
(n=50) 
% 
Overall 
(n=200) 
% 
None 16.0 2.0 6.0 2.0 6.5 
Low 8.0 2.0 4.0 10.0 6.0 
Moderate 14.0 30.0 28.0 20.0 23.0 
Above average 18.0 28.0 34.0 22.0 25.5 
High 44.0 38.0 28.0 46.0 39.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
each of KSM and WP farmers had not adopted weed control. 
Adoption of Record Keeping As seen in Table 39, a 
majority of the KSM, NWS, and WP farmers had not adopted 
record keeping. The respective percentages were 88 percent, 
72 percent, and 60 percent. As for WJ farmers, only 30 
percent of them had not adopted record keeping. In 
addition, another 30 percent of the WJ farmers had been in 
the "above average" and "high" adoption level, the highest 
percentage of the all the lADPs. However, none of the KSM 
farmers attained this adoption level. 
Monetary Contribution to lADP Activities Farmers 
were asked if they had contributed cash to any of the lADP 
activities. The monetary and the subsequent contributions 
in labor, land and building among the farmers were on 
105 
Tcible 39. Adoption of record keeping 
Adoption 
Level 
NWS 
(n=50) 
% 
KSM 
(n=50) 
% 
WJ 
(n=50) 
% 
WP 
(n=50) 
% 
Overall 
(n=200) 
% 
None 72.0 88.0 30.0 60.0 62.5 
Low 8.0 10.0 20.0 12.0 12.5 
Moderate 10.0 2.0 20.0 10.0 10.5 
Above average 2.0 0.0 10.0 6.0 4.5 
High 8.0 0.0 20.0 12.0 10.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Table 40. Monetary contribution to lADP activities 
Adoption 
Level 
NWS 
(n=50) 
% 
KSM 
(n=50) 
% 
WJ 
(n=50) 
% 
WP 
(n=50) 
% 
Overall 
(n=200) 
% 
None 90.0 68.0 48.0 28.0 58.5 
Low 4.0 22.0 10.0 42.0 19.5 
Moderate 4.0 8.0 32.0 30.0 18.5 
Above average 2.0 2.0 6.0 0.0 2.5 
High 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 1.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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voluntary basis. Table 40 presents the distribution of 
monetary contribution êunong the farmers. A majority of the 
NWS (90 percent) and KSM (68 percent) farmers had not 
contributed any money in the last year. On the contrary, 
72 percent of WP, and 42 percent of WJ farmers had 
contributed a certain amount of money to the activities. 
Labor Contribution to lADP Activities It has been a 
tradition for the rural communities to work together in 
voluntary activities. However, over time this noble idea 
has faded away. This study aims to explore the pattern of 
Icdaor contribution among the farmers in lADPs. Farmers 
were asked to indicate the amount of labor they contributed 
to lADP activities. Table 41 provides a summary on the 
responses. 
As compared to cash contribution, the distribution of 
Table 41. Labor contribution to lADP activities 
Adoption 
Level 
NWS 
(n=50) 
% 
KSM 
(n=50) 
% 
WJ 
(n=50) 
% 
WP 
(n=50) 
% 
Overall 
(n=200) 
% 
None 66.0 34.0 10.0 20.0 32.5 
Low 0.0 6.0 6.0 4.0 4.0 
Moderate 8.0 24.0 28.0 34.0 23.5 
Above average 16.0 16.0 16.0 30.0 19.5 
High 10.0 20.0 40.0 12.0 20.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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labor contribution was more varied among all the four lADPs. 
About two-thirds of the NWS had not contributed labor. As 
for the KSM, WP and WJ farmers, only 34 percent, 20 percent, 
and 10 percent, respectively, reported the same response. 
In addition, 56 percent of WJ, 42 percent of WP, 36 percent 
of KSM, and 26 percent of NWS farmers reported "above 
average" and "high" labor contribution. 
Contribution of Land and Building to lADP As 
depicted in Tables 42 and 43, contribution of land and 
building among the four lADP farmers was low. A majority of 
them had not contributed any land or building in the last 
year. The ownership of small land acreage might contribute 
to low contribution of land among the farmers. As for 
building, most of the buildings used in the project areas 
were built by the lADPs. 
Table 42. Contribution of land to lADP activities 
Adoption NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Level (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
None 92.0 100.0 92.0 90.0 93.5 
Low 6.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 2.0 
Moderate 2.0 0.0 2.0 8.0 3.0 
Above average 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 1.0 
High 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Table 43. Contribution of building to lADP activities 
Adoption NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Level (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
None 100.0 100.0 98.0 98.0 99.0 
Low 
o
 
o
 
o
 
o
 
o
 
o
 
o
 
o
 0.0 
Moderate 
o
 
o
 
o
 
o
 0.0 2.0 0.5 
Above average 
o
 
o
 0.0 2.0 
o
 
o
 0.5 
High 0.0 
o
 
o
 0.0 o
 
o
 
o
 
o
 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Composite Participation in Implementation Scores 
Farmers' composite participation in implementation scores 
(PIM) were computed by adding individual scores from the ten 
variables included in this measurement. The variables 
included: adoption of plant material (PM), planting 
technique (PT), chemical fertilizers (CF), insect control 
(IC), weed control (WC), and record keeping (RK); cash 
contribution (CO), labor contribution (LC), contribution of 
land (CL), and contribution of building (CB). The formula 
was: 
PIM = PM + PT + CF + IC + WC + RK + CC + LC + CL + CB 
Based on the five-point scale (1 to 5), the possible 
composite score ranged from 10 to 50. Table 44 presents the 
summary distribution of composite participation score in 
implementation. 
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Table 44. Composite participation in implementation 
score^  
Composite NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Scores (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
<20 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 
20 - 24 20.0 24.0 14.0 14.0 18.0 
25 - 29 24.0 48.0 18.0 30.0 30.0 
30 - 34 40.0 26.0 42.0 30.0 34.5 
35 - 39 10.0 0.0 14.0 24.0 12,0 
>39 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 2.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean 27.8 26.6 31.1 30.2 28.9 
Std dev 5.5 3.8 5.7 5.0 5.3 
Minimum 10.0 18.0 14.0 19.0 10.0 
Maximum 39.0 34.0 45.0 38.0 45.0 
 ^Minimum possible score =10; Maximum possible score = 50 
About two-thirds of farmers from the four lADPs 
received scores between 25 to 34. At the higher level 
score, only 10 percent of WJ farmers received scores of 39 
of greater. None of farmers from the other lADPs attained 
this score. 
Compared to participation in decision making, 
participation in implementation among all the farmers was 
relatively moderate. The overall composite mean score was 
28.9 which was slightly below 30 (the mid point between the 
lowest possible score of 10 to the maximum possible score of 
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50). The highest composite mean score was among the WJ 
farmers (31.1), while the lowest was among the KSM farmers 
( 2 6 . 6 ) .  
Farmers* Participation in Benefits 
from lADP programs 
The third component of farmers participation in this 
study constitutes benefits farmers received from 
participating in lADP programs. Six common benefits were 
included in the study, namely: subsidized fertilizer and 
seeds; plant materials; marketing, tractor, and advisory 
services; and processing of agricultural product. A five-
point scale was employed to determine the extent of benefits 
farmers perceived they received. 
Subsidized Fertilizer Received bv Farmers Farmers 
were asked to disclose the amount of subsidized fertilizer 
they received from their respective lADPs or any of the 
component agencies in the last year. A summary of the 
responses is presented in Table 45. Only small percentages 
of the NWS, WJ, WP, and none of the KSM farmers had not 
received any subsidized fertilizers. 
By contrast, all the KSM, 86 percent of WP, 80 percent 
of NWS, and 74 percent of WJ farmers had received "above 
average" or "high" amount of fertilizer. As presented in 
the previous section, the whole KSM area was planted with 
rice, and all rice farmers were given subsidized fertilizer. 
Ill 
Table 45. Subsidized fertilizer received by farmers 
Amount 
NWS 
(n=50) 
% 
KSM 
(n=50) 
% 
WJ 
(n=50) 
% 
WP 
(n=50) 
% 
Overall 
(n=200) 
% 
None 14.0 0.0 4.0 8.0 6.5 
Low 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.5 
Moderate 6.0 0.0 22.0 2.0 7.5 
Above average 10.0 2.0 6.0 42.0 15.0 
High 70.0 98.0 68.0 46.0 70.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
The other lADPs were planted with multi-crops, and had the 
tendency of not being allotted with subsidized fertilizer. 
Subsidized Seed Received bv Farmers Table 46 
reveals that all the NWS, 88 percent of WJ, 64 percent of 
KSM, and 52 percent of WP farmers had not received any 
subsidized seeds in the last year. None of NWS, 6 percent 
of WJ, 26 percent of KSM, and 44 percent of WP farmers had 
received "high' amount of subsidized seeds. 
Plant Material Received bv Farmers With reference 
to Table 47, all the KSM and 82 percent of the NWS farmers 
had not received plant material from their respective lADPs. 
However, only 10 percent and 18 percent of WJ and WP 
farmers, respectively, had not received such material. 
Conversely, about four-fifths of these two latter groups of 
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Téible 46. Subsidized seeds received by farmers 
NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Amount (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
None 100.0 64.0 88.0 52.0 76.0 
Low 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 
Moderate 0.0 6.0 0.0 2.0 2.0 
Above average 0.0 2.0 6.0 2.0 2.5 
High 0.0 26.0 6.0 44.0 19.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Table 47. Plant material received by farmers 
NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Amount (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
None 82.0 100.0 10.0 18.0 52.5 
Low 4.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 1.5 
Moderate 2.0 0.0 4.0 4.0 2.5 
Above average 2.0 0.0 16.0 6.0 6.0 
High H
 
O
 
O
 
0.0 68.0 72.0 37.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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farmers had received "above average" and "high" amount of 
plant material. 
Marketing Services Received bv Farmers As depicted 
in Table 48, marketing services were more prevalent among 
the WJ farmers. Three-fifths (60 percent) of these farmers 
as compared to only 20 percent of NWS, 14 percent of WP, and 
12 percent of KSM farmers had received the service. 
Tcible 48. Marketing services received by farmers 
Amount 
NWS 
(n=50) 
% 
KSM 
(n=50) 
% 
WJ 
(n=50) 
% 
WP 
(n=50) 
% 
Overall 
(n=200) 
% 
None 80.0 88.0 40.0 86.0 73.5 
Low 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 1.5 
Moderate 2.0 4.0 2.0 6.0 3.5 
Above average 0.0 0.0 12.0 0.0 3.0 
High 18.0 8.0 46.0 2.0 18.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Tractor Services Received bv Farmers Table 49 
reveals that large percentages of farmers from the four 
lADPs had not received tractor services. In fact, all the 
WJ and 88 percent of the NWS farmers had indicated such 
responses. On the contrary, only 8 percent of the NWS, 16 
percent of KSM, and 18 percent of WP farmers had received 
"above average" and "high" level of tractor services. 
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Teible 49. Tractor services received by farmers 
Amount 
NWS 
(n=50) 
% 
RSM 
(n=50) 
% 
WJ 
(n=50) 
% 
WP 
(n=50) 
% 
Overall 
(n=200) 
% 
None 88.0 66.0 100.0 70.0 81.0 
Low 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 
Moderate 4.0 14.0 0.0 12.0 7.5 
Above average 2.0 4.0 0.0 12.0 4.5 
High 6.0 12.0 0.0 6.0 6.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Advisory Services Table 50 provides a summary 
breakdown on advisory services received by farmers in the 
last year. About one-third (32 percent)of NWS farmers had 
not received advisory services, as compared to 12 percent 
of KSM, and two percent each of WJ and WP farmers. 
Table 50. Advisory services received by farmers 
Amount 
NWS 
(n=50) 
% 
KSM 
(n=50) 
% 
WJ 
(n=50) 
% 
WP 
(n=50) 
% 
Overall 
(n=200) 
% 
None 32.0 12.0 2.0 2.0 12.0 
Low 6.0 4.0 0.0 8.0 4.5 
Moderate 14.0 20.0 2.0 24.0 15.0 
Above average 10.0 16.0 10.0 14.0 12.5 
High 38.0 48.0 86.0 52.0 56.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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The WJ farmers perceived that they received more 
advisory services than the other respondent groups as more 
than 90 percent of them reported to have received "above 
average" and "high" level of such services. 
Assistance in Processing Agricultural Products In 
so far as receiving processing agricultural products is 
concerned, a majority of farmers from all the lADPs had not 
received this service from their respective lADP. Only a 
small percentages of farmers in NWS, WJ, and WP, and none of 
KSM perceived receiving such service (Table 51). 
Table 51. Assistance in processing agricultural products 
Amount 
NWS 
(n=50) 
% 
KSM 
(n=50) 
% 
WJ 
(n=50) 
% 
WP 
(n=50) 
% 
Overall 
(n=200) 
% 
None 94.0 100.0 96.0 98.0 97.0 
Low 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.5 
Moderate 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 
Above average 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
High 4.0 0.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Composite Participation in Benefits Scores The 
above seven variables were used in the calculation of 
composite participation in benefits scores (PIB). The 
variables included: receipts of subsidized fertilizer (SF), 
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subsidized seed (SS), plant material (PM), marketing 
services (MS), tractor services (TS), advisory services 
(AS), and assistance in processing agricultural products 
(PAP). These varieibles were assigned a five-point (1 to 5) 
scale. The formula for the calculation was: 
PIB = SF + SS + PM + MS + TS + AS + PAP 
Based on the above computation, the highest possible 
score was 35, and the lowest possible score was 7. The 
summary of the score distribution is presented in Table 52. 
The composite participation score in benefits for NWS 
farmers was the lowest, as indicated by an average score of 
only 14.3. In addition, eight percent of these farmers 
received score of 10 or less. The remaining 92 percent of 
these farmers attained scores between 10 to 19. 
As for KSM farmers, a majority (88 percent) of them had 
scores between 10 to 19, and the other 12 percent had scores 
between 20 to 24 points. The mean score for the KSM farmers 
was 16.4 which was slightly higher than that of the NWS 
farmers. 
The mean scores for WJ and WP farmers were close. 
These means were much higher than that of NWS and KSM 
farmers. Only two-fifths (40 percent) of the WJ farmers had 
scores less than 20 compared to 54 percent of the WP 
farmers. Three-fifths (60 percent) of the WJ farmers as 
compared to 46 percent of the WP farmers had scores of 20 or 
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higher. 
As a summary, the overall farmers' participation in 
receiving benefits from lADP programs was moderate. The 
overall composite mean score of 17.6 was slightly lower than 
21 (the mid point between the minimum possible score 7 and 
maximum possible score 35). 
Têible 52. Composite participation in benefits scored 
Composite NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Scores (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
<10 8.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 2.5 
10 - 14 30.0 24.0 10.0 10.0 18.5 
15 - 19 62.0 64.0 30.0 42.0 49.5 
20 - 24 0.0 12.0 54.0 32.0 24.5 
>24 0.0 0.0 6.0 14.0 5.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean 14.3 16.4 20.2 19.4 17.6 
Std dev 3.4 3.2 4.1 4.6 4.5 
Minimum 7.0 11.0 10.0 9.0 7.0 
Maximum 19.0 23.0 27.0 27.0 27.0 
 ^Minimum possible score =7; Maximum possible score = 35 
Farmers' Participation in Evaluation 
The fourth and the last component of farmers' 
participation in this research constituted a study of the 
extent of farmers' participating development related 
activities in lADP. The activities included five selected 
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variables: 1) discussion with project officer, 2) discussion 
with other fanners, 3) discussion with family members, 4) 
discussion of project progress in meeting, and 5) 
contribution of ideas in meeting. A five-point scale was 
used to assess the level of participation for the five 
variables. 
Discussions with Project Officers Nearly one-half 
(48 percent) of NWS, and about one-fifth of KSM and WP 
farmers had no discussion of project progress with their 
respective project officers in the last year (Table 53). An 
additional 24 percent, 12 percent, and 18 percent of the 
NWS, KSM, and WP farmers, respectively, had "rare" 
discussions with the officers. On the contrary, none of the 
WJ fanners were in these two frequency groups (never and 
Table 53. Frequency of discussions of project progress 
with project officers^  
NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Frequency (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
Never 48.0 26.0 0.0 20.0 23.5 
Rare (1-2) 24.0 12.0 0.0 18.0 13.5 
Occasional (3-5) 18.0 20.0 14.0 18.0 17.5 
Fairly often (6-11) 4.0 16.0 38.0 16.0 18.5 
Frequent (>11) 6.0 26.0 48.0 28.0 27.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
 ^Figures in parentheses indicate actual frequencies 
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rare). 
At the higher frequency level, 86 percent of WJ farmers 
had either "fairly often" or "frequent" discussions with 
project officers. However, only 44 percent of WP, 42 
percent of KSM, and 10 percent of NWS farmers had reported 
this level of frecpiency. 
Discussions with Other Farmers Table 54 provides a 
summary distribution of the frequency of discussions on 
project progress between farmers and the other farmers. 
Except for NWS farmers (20 percent), the percentages of the 
other farmers that did not discuss with other farmers were 
small; between two to eight percent. A reverse response was 
observed for the "fairly often" and "frequent" discussions. 
Only 26 percent of the NWS farmers compared to 58 percent 
Table 54. Frequency of discussions of project progress 
with other farmers^  
NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Frequency (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
Never 20.0 6.0 2.0 8.0 9.0 
Rare (1-2) 6.0 6.0 0.0 12.0 6.0 
Occasional (3-5) 48.0 30.0 32.0 22.0 33.0 
Fairly often (6-11) 14.0 26.0 32.0 30.0 25.5 
Frequent (>11) 12.0 32.0 34.0 28.0 26.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
 ^Figures in parentheses indicate actual frequencies 
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each of KSM and WP, and 68 percent of WJ farmers, claimed to 
have involved in two frequency groups ("fairly often" and 
"frequent"). 
Discussions with Family Members Consistent with the 
data on the above two discussions, a higher percentage of 
the NWS farmers (30 percent) had never discussed on project 
progress with their family members (Table 55). The 
corresponding percentages for KSM, WJ, and WP farmers were 
six percent, two percent, and eight percent, respectively. 
The data also reveal that more discussions with family 
members were observed among the WP farmers. Three-fifths 
(60 percent) of these farmers perceived to have involved in 
"fairly often" and "frequent" discussions with their family 
members. 
Table 55. Frequency of discussions of project progress 
with family members^  
NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Frequency (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
Never 30.0 
o
 
CO H
 2.0 6.0 14.0 
Rare (1-2) 22.0 12.0 32.0 6.0 18.0 
Occasional (3-5) 26.0 40.0 38.0 28.0 33.0 
Fairly often (6-11) 16.0 14.0 22.0 32.0 21.0 
Frequent (>11) 6.0 16.0 6.0 28.0 14.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
 ^Figures in parentheses indicate actual frequencies 
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Discussions of Project Progress in Meetings Farmers 
were asked to indicate their frequencies of discussions of 
project progress in meetings. The responses are summarized 
in Taible 56. About two-thirds (64 percent) of the NWS 
farmers had either "never" or "rare" involvement in such 
discussions. The corresponding percentages for farmers of 
the other three lADPs were 36 percent, 26 percent, and 34 
percent for KSM, WJ, and WP, respectively. 
In addition, only 18 percent of NWS, 32 percent of KSM, 
42 percent each of WJ and WP farmers had either "fairly 
often" or "frequent" involvement in discussions of project 
progress in meetings. It is evidenced that the NWS farmers' 
participation in discussions of project progress was 
relatively low compared to the other farmers' groups. 
Table 56. Frequency of discussions on project progress 
in meetings^  
NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Frequency (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
Never 38.0 26.0 10.0 20.0 23.5 
Rare (1-2) 26.0 10.0 16.0 14.0 16.5 
Occasional (3-5) 18.0 32.0 32.0 24.0 26.5 
Fairly often (6-11) 8.0 8.0 28.0 22.0 16.5 
Frequent (>11) 10.0 24.0 14.0 20.0 17.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
 ^Figures in parentheses indicate actual frequencies 
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Contribution of Ideas in Meetings As evidenced from 
data presented in Table 57, a much higher percentage of the 
NWS farmers (56 percent) did not contribute ideas in 
meetings. In addition, another 22 percent of these farmers 
had rarely contributed ideas in meetings. The responses of 
either never or rarely contributing ideas among the KSM, WJ, 
and WP farmers were much lower. The corresponding 
percentages were 42 percent, 30 percent, and 40 percent. 
Reciprocally, the responses for the "fairly often" and 
"frequent" level were low for the NWS farmers, and high for 
the other three groups of farmers. Only 10 percent of NWS 
as compared to 34 percent of KSM, 38 percent of WJ, and 42 
percent of WP farmers were involved. 
Table 57. Frequency of contributing ideas in meetings^  
Frequency 
NWS 
(n=50) 
% 
KSM 
(n=50) 
% 
WJ 
(n=50) 
% 
WP 
(n=50) 
% 
Overall 
(n=200) 
% 
Never 56.0 34.0 10.0 22.0 30.5 
Rare (1-2) 22.0 8.0 20.0 18.0 17.0 
Occasional (3-5) 12.0 24.0 32.0 18.0 21.5 
Fairly often (6-11) 6.0 16.0 26.0 22.0 17.5 
Frequent (>11) 4.0 18.0 12.0 20.0 13.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
 ^Figures in parentheses indicate actual frequencies 
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Composite Participation in Evaluation Score Five 
varizdsles were used to measure farmers' participation in 
evaluation scores (PIE). The variables included: 
discussions with project officers (DPO), discussions with 
other farmers (DOF), discussions with féunily members (DFM), 
discussion of project progress in meetings (DPP), and 
contribution of ideas in meetings (CIM). These variables 
used a five-point scale (1: never to 5-frequent). The 
formula for calculating the farmers' participation in 
evaluation score (PDM) was: 
PIE = DPO + DOF + DFM + DPP + CIM 
The resulting individual participation scores ranged 
from 5 to 25. Table 58 provides the summary distribution of 
the participation in evaluation scores. Slightly more than 
four-fifths (84 percent) of the NWS farmers had scores of 14 
or less. This percentage was very much higher than that of 
the other three respondent groups. The corresponding 
percentages for KSM, WJ, and WP farmers were 50 percent, 16 
percent, and 34 percent. 
On the other hand, only six percent of the NWS farmers 
had scores of 20 or higher as compared to 26 percent of KSM, 
32 percent of WJ, and 28 percent of WP farmers. Consistent 
with the above figures, the lowest mean score were found 
among the NWS farmers, while the highest mean score were 
found among the WJ farmers. 
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Compared with the other three phases of participation 
(participation in decision making, implementation, and 
benefits), the overall participation in evaluation was found 
to be slightly higher. The composite mean score was 15.2 
which was slightly higher than 15 (the mid-point between the 
lowest possible score 5 and the highest possible score 25). 
TeUsle 58. Composite participation in evaluation score^  ^
Composite NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Scores (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
<10 32.0 20.0 0.0 10.0 15.5 
10 - 14 52.0 30.0 16.0 24.0 30.5 
15 - 19 10.0 24.0 52.0 38.0 31.0 
20 - 24 6.0 22.0 30.0 16.0 18.5 
>24 0.0 4.0 2.0 12.0 4.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean 11.4 15.4 17.6 16.5 15.2 
Std dev 4.0 5.4 3.3 5.3 5.1 
Minimum 5.0 6.0 11.0 7.0 5.0 
Maximum 23.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 
 ^Minimum possible score =5; Maximum possible score = 25 
Intensity of Participation 
One of the prime objectives of this study was to 
ascertain the intensity of farmers' participation in various 
lADP development activities. The intensity of participation 
(IP) was reflected in the composite participation score 
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derived from the following four progreum development phases, 
namely: 1) participation in decision making (PDM), 2) 
participation in implementation (PIM), 3) participation in 
benefits (PIB), and 4) participation in evaluation (PIE). 
An individual composite participation score was computed 
by adding the scores of the above measures of participation. 
The formula for the calculation was: 
IP = PDM + PIM + PIB + PIE 
The computation procedure produced an individual possible 
score that ranged from 33 to 152. A summary of the scores is 
presented in Table 59. 
As revealed in the table, about three-fourths (74 
percent) of the NWS farmers, and slightly more than one-half 
(54 percent) of the KSM farmers received scores less than 75 
points. By contrast, only 16 percent of the WJ and 26 
percent of the WP farmers attained such scores. In addition, 
80 percent of the WJ and 60 percent of WP farmers obtained 
scores between 75 to 104 points. As for NWS and KSM farmers, 
their corresponding percentages were much lower, 26 percent 
and 46 percent, respectively. 
Interestingly, none of the NWS and KSM farmers had 
scores of 105 or greater. However, four percent of WJ, and 
14 percent of WP farmers had this score. The resulting mean 
scores for WJ and WP farmers were much higher than that of 
the other two respondent groups. 
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Compared with 92.5 (the mid-point between the lowest 
possible score 33 and the highest possible score 152), the 
overall farmers* intensity of participation was relatively 
low. The mean intensity of participation was only 79. 
TcKble 59. Intensity of participation in lADP^  
NWS KSM WJ WP Overall 
Scores (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=200) 
% % % % % 
<45 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 
45 - 59 16.0 8.0 0.0 4.0 7.0 
60 - 74 54.0 46.0 16.0 22.0 34.5 
75 - 89 20.0 26.0 50.0 38.0 33.5 
90 - 104 6.0 20.0 30.0 22.0 19.5 
105 - 119 0.0 0.0 2.0 14.0 4.0 
>119 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean 68.6 75.9 85.9 85.7 79.0 
Std dev 11.4 13.8 11.4 17.1 15.4 
Minimum 35.0 46.0 64.0 52.0 35.0 
Maximum 95.0 103.0 124.0 118.0 124.0 
 ^Minimum possible score = 33; Maximum possible score = 152 
Hypotheses Testing 
Analysis bv lADPs 
The sixth objective of this study was to determine the 
differences in the selected variables among the four lADPs. 
Five null hypotheses were tested in relation to the stated 
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objective. The hypotheses were: 
1. There are no significant differences in selected 
demographic variables when farmers were grouped by 
lADPs; 
2. There are no significant differences in farmers' 
knowledge of lADP when farmers were grouped by 
lADPs; 
3. There are no significant differences in farmers' 
attitudes toward lADP program when farmers were 
grouped by lADPs; 
4. There are no significant differences in farmers' 
attitudes toward lADP personnel when farmers were 
grouped by lADPs; 
5. There are significant differences in farmers' 
participation in lADP when farmers were grouped by 
lADPs; 
One-way analysis of variance was employed in testing 
the above hypotheses at the 0.05 level of significant. In 
cases where significant differences were observed, multiple 
comparison procedures were used to identify the specific 
pairs of groups that contributed to the differences. The 
Sheffé method at 0.05 level of significance was used in 
these procedures. However, in cases where no group pairs 
were shown, a lower significant level was used. 
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Demographic variables A total of seven demographic 
variables were included in the testing of the first null 
hypothesis. 
Ho^ : There are no significant differences in selected 
demographic varieraies when farmers were grouped 
by lADPs. 
A summary of the analysis of variance is presented in Table 
60. There were no significant differences in means for age, 
size of household, formal education, and non-agricultural 
income among the four lADPs. As such, this study failed to 
reject the above null hypothesis with regards to these four 
variables. However, significant differences were observed 
for means for land ownership, agricultural income, and total 
monthly income. Hence, the null hypotheses in relation to 
these three variables were rejected and it is concluded that 
at least one of the means of the three variables was 
significantly different. Results of the Scheffé analyses 
are noted in the table. 
Knowledge of lADP As presented in the earlier 
section, the "knowledge" variable was categorized into: 1) 
general knowledge of lADP, 2) knowledge of lADP objectives , 
3) knowledge of lADP functions , 4) knowledge of lADP 
components, and 5) the composite knowledge of lADP score. 
These variables were used for the testing of the second null 
hypothesis. 
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Teible 60. Analysis of variance for selected demographic 
variables by lADP 
lADP 
Variables NWS KSM WJ WP F F 
S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. ratio prob. 
(n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) 
Age 49. 
12. 
52 
50 
50. 
10. 
02 
50 
50. 
11. 
38 
65 
49. 
13. 
60 
26 
0. 055 0. 9829 
Size of the 
household 
6. 
2. 
96 
98 
6. 
2. 
38 
91 
6. 
2. 
70 
35 
6. 
2. 
86 
86 
0. 414 0. 7432 
Formal 
education 
5. 
3. 
70 
03 
4. 
3. 
78 
30 
5. 
2. 
26 
94 
5. 
2. 
80 
93 
1. 167 0. 3236 
Land 4. 57 1. 69 8. 36 6. 76 29. 567 0. 0000^  
ownership 3. 56 1. 65 5. 08 3. 91 
Agricultural 
income (M$) 
609. 
705. 
00 
18 
396. 
301. 
38 
30 
577. 
418. 
50 
12 
342. 
157. 
80 
61 
4. 397 0. 0051^  
Non agri­
cultural 
income (M$) 
106. 
301. 
40 
71 
53. 
187. 
94 
49 
73. 
252. 
00 
58 
87. 
161. 
50 
06 
0. 457 0. 7125 
Total 
monthly 
715. 
769. 
40 
29 
450. 
374. 
32 
66 
650. 
521. 
50 
12 
430. 
194. 
30 
48 
3. 916 0. 0096^  
income (M$) 
NWS > KSM; WP > KSM & NWS; WJ > KSM NWS 
 ^NWS > WP 
 ^NWS > WP & KSM (at a=0.10) 
HOg: There are no significant differences in farmers' 
knowledge of lADP when farmers were grouped by 
lADPs. 
Data in Table 61 summarize the testing of the second null 
hypothesis. There was no significant difference in the 
knowledge of lADP functions. As for the other four knowledge 
variables (general knowledge of lADP, knowledge of lADP 
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Table 61. Analysis of variance for knowledge variables 
by lADP 
lADP 
Variéibles NWS KSM WJ WP F F 
S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. ratio prob. 
(n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) 
General 2.62 2.74 2.68 3.14 6.585 O.OOO3I/ 
knowledge 0.53 0.63 0.55 0.83 
of lADP 
Knowledge 6.38 6.72 7.06 7.44 12.275 0.0000^  
of lADP 1.07 0.86 0.74 0.97 
objectives 
Knowledge 8.78 8.80 8.72 8.60 0.507 0.6781 
of lADP 1.07 0.88 0.76 0.83 
functions 
Knowledge 9.28 9.88 9.38 9.82 3.139 0.0265^  
of lADP 3.96 5.44 3.32 5.32 
components 
Composite 27.06 28.14 27.84 29.00 4.388 0.0052^  
knowledge 3.11 2.61 1.68 3.16 
score 
 ^WP > NWS, WJ & KSM 
 ^WJ > NWS; WP > NWS & KSM 
 ^KSM > NWS (at a=0.15) 
 ^WP > NWS 
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objectives, knowledge of lADP components, and composite 
knowledge of lADP score), the differences were highly 
significant. Thus for these variables, the above null 
hypothesis was rejected. Results of the Scheffé analyses are 
presented in the table. 
Attitudes toward lADP This study incorporated 
measurements of attitudes: 1) attitudes toward lADP program, 
and 2) attitudes toward lADP personnel. The analysis of 
variance (Table 62) was used in testing the third and fourth 
null hypotheses: 
HOg: There are no significant differences in farmers* 
attitudes toward lADP program when farmers were 
grouped by lADPs. 
Ho^ : There are no significant differences in farmers' 
attitudes toward lADP personnel when farmers were 
grouped by lADPs. 
The analysis for the attitudes toward lADP program produced 
an F-value of 5.35 which was highly significant (P=0.0015). 
The second attitudes measure also produced an F-value which 
was highly significant (P=0.0003). Both of these null 
hypotheses were rejected. Results of the Scheffé analyses are 
presented in the table. 
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Table 62. Analysis of variance for attitude variables 
by lADP 
lADP 
Variables NWS KSM WJ WP F F 
S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. ratio prob. 
(n=50) (n=50) (n=50) (n=50) 
Attitudes 66.58 68.36 69.52 67.98 5.347 0.0015^  
towards 3.71 3.35 2.38 4.92 
lADP 
programs 
Attitudes 60.26 61.50 64.24 64.60 6.590 0.0003^  
towards 6.10 7.17 0.98 6.75 
lADP 
personnel 
 ^WJ > NWS 
 ^WJ > NWS; WP > NWS 
Participation This study tested hypotheses to 
determine if differences existed in participation scores among 
the four lADPs. The participation scores included scores in 
participation in decision making, participation in 
implementation, participation in benefits, participation in 
evaluation, and intensity of participation. The fifth null 
hypothesis tested was: 
HOg: There are no significant differences in farmers* 
participation score when farmers were grouped by 
lADPs. 
As evidenced by the data in Table 63, the five participation 
variables were found to be significantly different. Thus, the 
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Table 63. Analysis of variance for participation 
variables by lADP 
lADP 
Variables NWS KSM WJ WP F F 
S.D. 
(n=50) 
S.D. 
(n=50) 
S.D. 
(n=50) 
S.D. 
(n=50) 
ratio prob. 
Participation 
in decision 
making 
15.14 
3.42 
17.40 
4.44 
17.08 
3.47 
19.58 
6.22 
8.051 0.0000^  
Participation 
in implemen­
tation 
27.78 
5.52 
26.64 
3.82 
31.06 
5.73 
30.24 
5.00 
8.306 0.0000^  
Participation 
in benefit 
14.26 
3.42 
16.38 
3.14 
20.18 
4.05 
19.40 
4.64 
25.270 0.0000^  
Participation 
in evalua­
tion 
11.40 
3.96 
15.44 
5.44 
17.58 
3.32 
16.50 
5.32 
17.202 0.0000^  
Intensity 
of 
partici­
pation 
68.58 
11.58 
75.86 
13.76 
85.90 
11.44 
85.72 
17.12 
18.844 0.0000^  
 ^WP > NWS 
 ^WP > KSM; WJ > KSM & NWS 
5/ WP > NWS & KSM; WJ > NWS & KSM 
KSM > NWS; WP > NWS; WJ > NWS 
 ^WP > NWS & KSM; WJ > NWS & KSM 
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fifth null hypothesis with regards to the five participation 
variables was rejected, and concluded that at least one of the 
means for the five participation scores was different. 
Results of the Scheffé analyses are presented in the table. 
Analvsis bv Intensitv of Participation 
The final analysis was to determine the relationship 
between selected variables and intensity of farmers' 
participation in lADP, as outlined in the seventh objective of 
the study. Both the product-moment correlation and the 
multiple regression procedures were employed for variables 
with continuous data. Analysis of variance was used in 
analyzing categorical data. The correlation deals with linear 
relationships between independent variables and the intensity 
of participation (the dependent variable). The multiple 
regression, on the other hand, determines the correlation 
between the intensity of participation and a combination of 
the selected independent variables. 
These analyses were conducted to test the following null 
hypotheses; 
6. There are no significant relationships between 
intensity of farmers' participation and selected 
demographic variables; 
7. There are no significant relationships between 
intensity of farmers' participation and their 
knowledge of lADP; 
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8. There is no significant relationship between 
intensity of farmers' participation and their 
attitudes toward lADP programs; and 
9. There is no significant relationship between 
intensity of farmers' participation and their 
attitudes toward lADP personnel. 
Demographic Variables Eleven demographic variables 
were included in the analysis. Product-moment correlation and 
analysis of variance were used to analyze continuous and 
categorical data, respectively. The continuous data comprised 
age, size of household, formal education, land ownership, 
agricultural income, non-agricultural income, and total 
monthly income. Variables with categorical data included 
gender, main crop planted, marital status, and primary 
occupation. These analyses were to test the following null 
hypothesis; 
Ho^ : There are no significant relationships between 
intensity of participation and selected 
demographic variables. 
Table 64 provides the summary from the correlation 
analysis. No significant relationships were observed for the 
variables; age, size of household, non-agricultural income, 
and total monthly income. For these variables, the study 
failed to reject the above null hypothesis. 
A significant positive relationship was observed between 
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Table 64. Correlations between demographic variables and 
intensity of farmers' participation in lADP 
Demographic Variables Correlation 
Coefficient (r) 
r 
prob. 
Age -0.0512 0.472 
Size of household 0.0731 0.304 
Formal education 0.1939 0.006 
Land ownership 0.3461 0.000 
Agricultural income 0.1427 0.044 
Non-agricultural income -0.0425 0.550 
Total monthly income 0.1057 0.136 
intensity of participation and years of formal education. 
Similar relationships were also observed for land ownership, 
and agricultural income. Hence, in relation to these three 
variables, the above stated null hypothesis was rejected. The 
land ownership explains about 12 percent of variance in 
intensity of participation. Formal education and agricultural 
income explain about four percent and two percent, 
respectively. Interestingly, these three variables constitute 
measurement of social status. 
Prior to the following analysis of variance, the variable 
"main crop planted" was recategorized into five groups: 1) 
rice, 2) palm oil, coconut and cocoa, 3) rubber, 4) pineapple, 
and 5) other crops. As for gender, marital status, and main 
occupation, the original categories were used. 
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A summary of the analysis of variance is presented in 
Table 65. The F-values for gender, marital status, and main 
occupation were not significant at 0.05 level. Consequently, 
the study failed to reject the sixth null hypothesis 
pertaining to these three variables. 
As for main crop planted, the F-ratio was found to be 
highly significant (P=0.0001). Thus, the null hypothesis was 
rejected, and concluded that at least one of the means of the 
participation score was different. Results of the Scheffé 
analyses are presented in the table. 
Table 65. Analysis of variance for selected demographic 
variables by intensity of participation. 
Demographic Categories 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 F F 
S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. ratio prob. 
Gender^  79.3 
15.6 
73.7 
11.6 
1.38 0.2423 
Marital^  
status 
78.6 
13.9 
79.0 
15.7 
79.0 
12.6 
0.00 0.9956 
Primary^  
occupa­
tion 
92.7 
21.1 
68.3 
9.0 
78.4 
16.7 
79.3 
15.4 
1.27 0.2874 
Main crop^  
planted 
73.4 
12.7 
82.9 
19.1 
80.2 
15.9 
85.8 
8.4 
84.8 
16.3 
6.14 0.0001^  
 ^l=male (n=189), 2=female (n=ll) 
 ^l=bachelor (n=14); 2=married (n=180); 3=divorced (n=6) 
 ^l=govemment employee (n=3) ; 2=private worker (n=3) ; 
3=businessman (n=8); 4=farmers (n=l81) 
 ^l=rice (n=86); 2=palm oil, coconut, and cocoa (n=45); 
3=rubber (n=25); 4=pineapple (n=27); 5=others (n=17) 
2 > 1; 4 > 1 
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Knowledge and Attitude Variables Five knowledge 
variables and two attitude variables were included in the 
following correlation analyses. The former comprised: 1) 
general knowledge on lADP, 2) knowledge of objectives of lADP, 
3) knowledge of lADP functions, 4) knowledge of lADP 
component, and 5) composite knowledge of lADP score. The 
attitude measures included: 1) attitudes toward lADP programs, 
and 2) attitudes toward lADP personnel. 
The following null hypotheses were tested: 
HOy: There are no significant relationships between 
intensity of participation and knowledge variables. 
HOg: There is no significant relationship between 
intensity of participation and attitudes toward 
lADP programs. 
Ho,: There is no significant relationship between 
intensity of participation and attitudes toward 
lADP personnel. 
As depicted from the summary correlation analyses (Table 
66), the correlation coefficients (r) for the five knowledge 
variables were highly significant. These observations 
indicated that positive relationships existed between the five 
variables and intensity of participation. Thus, the seventh 
null hypothesis was rejected. 
Highly significant relationships between the two attitude 
variables and intensity of participation were also observed. 
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Table 66. Correlations between knowledge and attitude 
variables with intensity of participation 
Independent varieibles Correlation r 
Coefficient (r) prob. 
General knowledge of lADP 0. 4473 0. 0000 
Knowledge of lADP objectives 0. 4803 0. 0000 
Knowledge of lADP functions 0. 2942 0. 0000 
Knowledge of lADP components 0. 3996 0. 0000 
Composite knowledge of lADP score 0. 5525 0. 0000 
Attitudes toward lADP progréims 0. 4803 0. 0000 
Attitudes toward lADP personnel 0. 4815 0. 0000 
As such, the eighth and ninth hypotheses were also rejected. 
The composite knowledge of lADP score explained the highest 
(30.5 percent), while knowledge of lADP functions explained 
the lowest (8.7 percent) variance of the intensity of 
participation. 
Multiple Regression The final analysis in this study 
focused on identifying a combination of independent variables 
that correlate significantly with the dependent variable 
(intensity of participation). Multiple regression was used as 
it can provide estimates both on magnitude and statistical 
significance of relationships among variables (Borg and Gall, 
1989). 
Prior to the execution of the multiple regression, dummy 
variables were created for the three categorical variables: 1) 
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main crop planted, 2) marital status, and 3) primary 
occupation. The categorizations for these variables used in 
the correlation analysis was also incorporated in the present 
analysis. The number of dummy variables created for main crop 
planted, marital status, and main occupation were four, two, 
and three, respectively. 
A summary of the stepwise multiple regression procedure 
is presented in Table 67. This procedure was set at 0.05 
significant level. New independent variables were to be 
included in the analysis when they contributed significantly 
(P=0.05) to the multiple regression coefficient (R). 
Composite knowledge score was the first independent 
variable to enter the analysis. This step yielded an R-value 
of 0.5525, reflecting the most powerful variable. The 
knowledge score explained about 31 percent of variance in the 
dependent variable (intensity of participation). Additional 
variables included in the analysis were based on how well they 
improve the prediction from the preceding variable. 
Attitudes toward lADP programs represented the second 
variable included in the analysis. This variable explained 
another 17.5 percent of the variance in the dependent 
variable. 
The other four variables included in the analysis 
produced smaller improvements in the prediction of the 
dependent variable. The improvements accrued from the 
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inclusion of rice, attitudes toward lADP personnel, gender, 
and agricultural income were 8.1 percent, 2.8 percent 1.4 
percent, and 0.98 percent, respectively. 
As depicted in Table 67, the six independent variables 
explained about 61 percent variation in the dependent 
variable. For practical purposes, only five of variables were 
included in the equation for predicting intensity of farmers' 
participation in lADPs. The sixth variable (agricultural 
income) was dropped as it explained less than one percent of 
the variance in dependent variable, and it was not easily 
available. 
The proposed prediction equation was; 
Y = .55X, + .42%; - .28X3 + .20X4 - .12X5 
Where Y = intensity of participation 
X, = farmers* composite knowledge of lADP score 
Xg = farmers* attitudes toward lADP programs 
X3 = rice as main crop (use 1 for planting rice and 
0 for otherwise) 
X^  = farmers' attitudes toward lADP personnel 
Xg = gender (use 1 for male and 2 for female) 
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Table 67. Stepwise multiple regression of independent 
variables on intensity of participation 
Independent Beta Corr. Multiple 
variables Coef.(r) Corr.(R) increase 
Composite knowledge 
of lADP score 
Attitudes toward 
lADP program 
Rice as main crop 
Attitudes toward 
lADP personnel 
Gender 
Agricultural 
income 
.5525 .5525 .5525 .3053 
.4215 .4803 .6932 .4805 .1752 
.2846 -.3198 .7491 .5612 .0807 
.2029 .4815 .7680 .5899 .0287 
.1217 -.0831 .7773 .6041 .0142 
.1038 .1427 .7835 .6139 .0098 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Integrated Agricultural Development Project (lADP) is 
one of the current approaches to rural development in 
Malaysia. It was started at the time of the Second Malaysia 
Plan (1971-1975) as a strategy to mobilize the functions of 
the existing development agencies toward a more progressive 
rural and agricultural development. 
This study was designed to assess the nature and 
intensity of farmers' participation in Integrated Agricultural 
Development Projects in Peninsular Malaysia. Specifically, 
this study addresses the following research objectives: 
1. determine the demographic characteristics of the 
farmers in the four selected lADPs; 
2. assess farmers' knowledge of lADP; 
3. determine farmers' attitudes toward lADP programs; 
4. determine farmers' attitudes toward lADP personnel; 
5. assess the nature and intensity of farmers' 
participation in developmental activities in lADP; 
6. determine the differences in selected variables 
among the four lADPs; and 
7. assess the relationships between selected variables 
and intensity of participation. 
Data for the study were solicited from 200 farmers. 
These farmers were randomly selected from four lADPs: North 
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West Selangor, Krian Sungai Manik, West Johore, and West 
Pahang. Reliability, frequencies, analyses of variance, 
product-moment correlation, and multiple regression analyses 
were used to analyze the data. The analyses were done using 
the main frame computers at Universiti Pertanian Malaysia and 
Iowa State University. 
This final chapter addresses the pertinent outcomes and 
generalizations of the research findings. For a systematic 
presentation, this chapter is organized into three sections: 
1) summary of findings, 2) conclusions, and 3) 
recommendations. 
Summary of Findings 
Based on the analysis of the data from the 200 farmers 
included in the study, a summary of the research findings is 
presented as follows: 
1. The two attitude measurements, attitudes toward lADP 
programs and attitudes toward lADP personnel, were reliable. 
The reliability coefficients were 0.7720 and 0.9225, 
respectively. 
2. More than one-half of the farmers in the study areas were 
50 years of age or older. The mean age for NWS, KSM, WJ, and 
WP farmers were 49.5, 50.0, 50.4, and 49.6 years, 
respectively. 
3. Male farmers made up the majority of the overall farmers. 
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The high percentage of male farmers corresponds to the actual 
composition of the work force in the agricultural sector in 
lADPs. 
4. The majority of the farmers were married; only small 
percentages were single or divorced. This phenomenon reflects 
a strong attachment to family values among the farmers. 
5. The mean size of household was relatively high; it ranged 
from 6.4 (KSM) to 7.0 (NWS). About one-half of the farmers 
had seven or more family members; indicating an availability 
of a large potential work force. 
6. The overall educational level of the farmers was 
predictably low. The overall mean for years of formal 
education was 5.4, which is equivalent to a primary level 
education. 
7. Membership in local organizations was low in youth 
associations and women organizations as a result of the age 
and gender composition of the farmers. Membership in funeral 
funds and political parties, on the other hand, was much 
higher. 
8. There were wide variations in the extent of ownership of 
land among the farmers; ranging from zero to 30 acres. The 
KSM farmers had the lowest mean acreage (.7 acre) compared to 
4.6 acres for NWS, 6.8 acres for WP, and 8.4 acres for WJ 
farmers. 
9. Rice, pineapple, rubber, and cocoa were the four main 
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crops planted by the farmers. Rice was planted by all KSM 
farmers, and 66 percent of NWS farmers. Pineapple was planted 
by slightly more than one-half of WJ farmers. Rubber and 
cocoa were each planted by 42 percent of WP farmers. 
10. Farming was the primary occupation of the farmers in the 
study areas. Only a small percentage were involved in other 
occupations. 
11. The mean monthly income from agricultural activities for 
WP, KSM, WJ, and NWS farmers was M$342.80, M$396.38, M$577.50, 
and M$609.00, respectively. 
12. The mean monthly income from non-agricultural sources was 
much lower than that of agricultural activities. The means 
were M$53.94 for KSM, M$73.00 for WJ, M$80.21 for WP, and 
M$106.40 for NWS farmers. 
13. None of the mean total monthly incomes for the four lADPs 
was below the national poverty line (M$370.00 as of 1990). 
However, 24 percent of NWS, 32 percent of WJ, 46 percent of 
WP, and 50 percent of KSM farmers had total monthly incomes 
that were below the poverty line. 
14. The overall farmers' knowledge of lADP was moderate. The 
overall composite mean score was 28 which was slightly lower 
than 31.5 (the mid-point between the lowest possible score 21 
and the highest possible score 42). 
15. The overall farmers' attitude towards lADP programs was 
quite high. The overall composite mean score (68.1) was much 
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higher than the mid-point between the lowest and highest 
possible scores (54.0). 
16. The overall farmers' attitude towards lADP personnel was 
very favorable. The overall composite mean score (62.7) was 
much higher than the mid-point between the lowest and the 
highest possible scores (48.0). 
17. The overall farmers' participation in decision making in 
lADP programs was relatively low. The overall composite mean 
score (17.3) was much lower than the mid-point between the 
lowest and highest possible scores (26.5). 
18. Farmers' participation in implementing lADP programs was 
about average. The composite mean score (28.9) was slightly 
lower than the mid-point between the lowest and the highest 
possible scores (30.0). 
19. Farmers' participation in receiving benefits from lADP 
programs was moderate. The overall composite mean score 
(17.6) was slightly lower than the mid-point between the 
lowest and the highest possible scores (21.0). 
20. Farmers' participation in evaluating lADP related 
activities was slightly higher than the other forms of 
participation. The overall composite mean score (15.2) was 
slightly higher than the mid-point between the lowest and 
highest possible scores (15.0). 
21. The overall farmers' intensity of participation was much 
lower. The overall intensity score was only 79 compared to 
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92.5 for the mid-point between the lowest and the highest 
possible scores. 
22. There were no significant differences in age, size of 
household, formal education, and non-agricultural income eimong 
the lADPs. 
23. Significant differences were observed in land ownership, 
agricultural income, and total monthly income. For land 
ownership, acreage for farmers in NWS was greater than KSM; 
acreage for WP was greater than KSM and NWS; and acreage for 
WJ was greater than KSM and NWS. For agricultural income, 
income for the NWS farmers was higher than WP farmers. For 
total monthly income, income for NWS farmers was higher than 
that of WP and KSM. 
24. No significant differences were found among lADPs in 
knowledge of lADP functions. On the other hand, significant 
differences were observed in general knowledge of lADP, 
knowledge of lADP objectives, knowledge of lADP components, 
and composite knowledge of lADP score when farmers were 
grouped by lADP. For general knowledge of lADP, WP was found 
to be higher than NWS, WJ, and KSM. For knowledge of lADP 
objectives, WJ was higher than NWS; and WP was higher than NWS 
and KSM. For knowledge of lADP components, KSM was higher 
than NWS. Finally, WP was found to be higher than NWS as of 
composite knowledge of lADP score. 
25. Significant differences were observed in attitudes toward 
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lADP programs and attitudes toward lADP personnel when farmers 
were grouped by lADP. For the attitude towards lADP progreims, 
WJ was higher than NWS. As for attitudes toward lADP 
personnel, WJ was higher than NWS; and WP was higher than NWS. 
26. Significant differences were found in participation in 
decision making, participation in implementation, 
participation in benefits, participation in evaluation, and 
intensity of participation when farmers were grouped by lADP. 
For the participation in decision making, WP was higher than 
NWS. For participation in implementation, WP was higher than 
KSM, and WJ was higher than KSM and NWS. For participation in 
benefits, WP was higher than NWS and KSM, and WJ was higher 
than NWS and KSM. For participation in evaluation, KSM was 
higher than NWS, WP was higher than NWS, and WJ was higher 
than NWS. Finally, for intensity of participation, WP was 
higher than NWS and KSM, and WJ was higher than NWS and KSM. 
27. Age, size of household, non-agricultural income, and 
total monthly income had no significant relationships with 
intensity of participation. 
28. Significant positive relationships were observed between 
intensity of participation and the variables: formal 
education, land ownership, and agricultural income. 
29. No significant differences were observed in intensity of 
participation when farmers were grouped by gender, marital 
status, and primary occupation. However, significant 
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differences were found in intensity of participation when 
grouped by main crop planted. Intensity of participation 
among farmers who planted palm oil, coconut, and cocoa was 
higher than those who planted rice; and those who planted 
pineapple was higher than those who planted rice. 
30. Significant positive relationships were observed between 
intensity of participation and the variables: general 
knowledge of lADP, knowledge of lADP objectives, knowledge of 
lADP functions, knowledge of lADP components, composite 
knowledge of lADP scores, attitudes toward lADP programs, and 
attitudes toward lADP personnel. 
31. From the multiple regression analyses, six independent 
variêibles were found to have significant relationships with 
intensity of participation. However, only five variables were 
included in the equation for predicting intensity of 
participation. The sixth variable explained less than one 
percent variance in the dependent variable. The prediction 
equation proposed by the study was: 
Y = .55X, + .42X2 - . 2 8 X 3  +  .20X^  -  .12X5 
Where Y = intensity of participation 
X^  = farmers' composite knowledge of lADP score 
Xg = farmers' attitudes toward lADP programs 
X3 = rice as main crop (use 1 for rice as main crop 
and 0 for otherwise) 
X^  = farmers' attitudes toward lADP personnel 
Xg = gender (use 1 for male and 2 for female) 
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Conclusions 
This section addresses the four research questions as 
stated in the statement of problem of the study. The 
questions were: How knowledgeable are farmers of lADP? What 
are farmers' attitudes toward lADP programs and personnel? 
What is the nature and intensity of farmers* participation in 
lADP development activities? What are the factors that affect 
farmers' participation in lADP? 
Farmers were tested on their knowledge of lADP. The 
knowledge was categorized into; general knowledge of lADP, 
knowledge of lADP objectives, knowledge of lADP functions, and 
knowledge of lADP components. Farmers' knowledge of lADP was 
generally fair. The farmers were knowledgeable of name of 
ministry, increasing agricultural productivity (as one of the 
lADP objectives), providing drainage facility (as one of lADP 
functions), and Department of Agriculture (as one of lADP 
components). 
Farmers had favorable attitudes toward the lADP program 
and lADP personnel with attitudes toward personnel being 
somewhat more favorable than toward programs. 
In the initial establishment of lADPs, emphasis was given 
to providing an adequate infrastructure: drainage and 
irrigation facilities, rural roads, processing centers, and a 
Farmers' Development Center. Extension services, credit 
facilities, and processing and marketing services were 
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provided to enhance agricultural progress in the areas. The 
next phase was to work on human resource development (HRD). 
Human resource development can help to optimize human 
potentials of clients (Clark, 1987). Consequently, through 
HRD, lADP can further develop farmers into becoming better 
leaders and decision makers. One of the strategies to achieve 
this noble goal is by enhancing farmers' participation in lADP 
development-related activities. 
Judging from the findings of the study, farmers were 
found to have participated, to a certain extent, in the four 
phases of program development; participation in decision 
making, participation in implementation, participation in 
benefits, and participation in evaluation. However, the level 
of participation in each phase was relatively low. The 
overall intensity of farmers' participation was also low. 
These findings were consistent with the study of integrated 
rural development in Malaysia by Chamhuri Siwar (1988). He 
concluded that farmers' participation in most lADPs appeared 
to be essentially passive. 
In terms of factors that affect farmers' participation, 
the study found formal education, land ownership, agricultural 
income, main crop planted, general knowledge of lADP, 
knowledge of lADP objectives, knowledge of lADP functions, 
knowledge of lADP components, composite knowledge of lADP 
score, attitudes toward lADP programs, and attitudes toward 
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lADP personnel to have a significant positive relationship 
with participation. 
The study also observed five variables that provided the 
best prediction of intensity of participation. The variables 
were; composite knowledge of lADP score, attitudes toward lADP 
programs, rice as a main crop, attitudes toward lADP 
personnel, and gender. 
Recommendations 
In light of the above findings, the following 
recommendations were made: 
1. An intensified effort should be made by lADP management 
to encourage greater farmers' participation in decision 
making, implementation, receipt of benefits, and evaluation in 
development-related activities. 
2. Local organizations can be instrumental to development 
efforts in lADP. Thus lADP should continue to provide 
material, technical, and advisory support to further mobilize 
these organizations as a means of enhancing farmers' 
participation towards a more progressive development. 
3. Knowledge of lADP was found to have a positive 
relationship with intensity of participation. Yet the overall 
farmers' knowledge was relatively low. Thus more effort is 
called for, on the part of lADP management to deliver 
information on lADP to farmers. 
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4. Since more than one-half of farmers were 50 years of age 
or oldery lADP management needs to plan for alternatives to 
curb the potential shortage of a work force to operate farming 
activities in the future by involving young farmers and youth 
in development activities. 
5. The study identified the availability of a large pool of 
potential workers in the households of farmers. This work 
force should be mobilized by lADPs to generate additional 
family income. 
6. For those farmers with small landholdings, the creation 
of other job opportunities might help to generate more income. 
Expansion of industry to process agricultural products, hand 
crafting, and other cottage industries could provide jobs for 
under employed farmers and other farm feunily members. 
7. Incidence of poverty was still wide spread among farmers. 
The fifth and sixth recommendations (above) could help reduce 
the incidence of poverty among farmers in the lADPs. 
8. The proposed prediction equation should be used to 
provide an estimate of farmers' intensity of participation in 
lADP development activities. Farmers with high potential 
should be involved immediately. Other alternatives for 
involving farmers with low scores should be explored. 
9. Similar research should be conducted in other lADPs to 
validate the findings of this study. 
10. A more in-depth study should be done by incorporating 
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other variables not included in this study to further enhance 
the identification of factors that affect farmers' 
participation in lADP development activities and improve the 
prediction of the intensity of participation. These variables 
would include local community identification and linkage, 
community structure, experience in previous participation, 
support from lADP management, and attitudes of lADP management 
toward farmers' participation. 
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APPENDIX A 
QUESTIONNAIRES AND HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL 
1. Questionnaire (English) 
2. Questionnaire (Malaysian Language) 
3. Approval Form from Human Subj ect Committee 
IoAMI StfltC UklVCrSlflj of science and Technoh 
Oepartment of Agricuinmi Education and Studies 
201 Cum» Hall 
Téléphones: 
Adminisaanon and Graduate Aograms 51S-294-S904 
Ames. Iowa 50011-1050 
February 15, 1992 Reseaidi and Extension Programs 515-294-5872 
515-294^ 4 
Assalamu-akaikum wrt: 
AN ASSESSMENT OF FARMERS' PARTICIPATION IN 
INTEGRATED AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS (lADP) 
IN PENINSULAR MALAYSIA. 
Please to inform that I am a faculty member of Universiti 
Pertanian Malaysia, and am currently pursuing my graduate 
study at Iowa State University, USA. I have come here to 
conduct a study entitled "As assessment of farmers' 
participation in Integrated Agricultural Development Projects, 
Peninsular Malaysia". 
The main purpose of this study is to investigate the nature 
and intensity of farmers' participation in development 
activities in lADP. Findings of this study will help to 
provide greater understanding to policy makers, planners, 
implementors, as well as farmers' communities on the present 
status of farmers' participation . This understanding is 
important in inducing greater progress in farmers' 
agricultural and social well being. 
I am most grateful if you can spare about 20 minutes of your 
time to respond to the questions in this interview. Your 
responses will be kept in strictest confidence. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 
Sincerely: 
BAHAMAN ABU SAMAH 
Graduate Student 
Agricultural Education and Studies 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
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INTERVIEW INSTRUMENT 
1 2 
lADP number 
Village number 
Respondent ID 
Card number 
KNOWLEDGE OF lADP 
[Ask the respondent the following questions 
regarding his/her knowledge of lADP] 
Note: Use the following code for Q1 and Q2. 
Code: 1-Incorrect 2-Correct 
1. Which ministry is charge with 
the jurisdiction of lADP? 
2. Could you please tell me the 
name of your lADP director? 
Note; Use the following codes for Q3-Q5 
Code: 1-Not mention 2-Mention 
3. Could you please tell me the 
objectives of lADP? 
a. increase agricultural 
productivity and income 
b. modernize agriculture through 
use of appropriate technology 
c. improve extension services 
system in rural areas 
d. alleviate living standard 
of rural communities 
e. encourage team work among 
farmers 
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4. Please tell me the functions of lADP: 
a. provide drainage and 
irrigation facilities 
b. build or improve rural roads 
c. build or improve Farmers* 
Development Center (FDC) 
d. provide extension services 
e. provide credit facilities 
f. provide marketing services 
g. provide processing facilities 
5. Please tell me the major agencies 
involved in lADP: 
a. Department of Agriculture 
b. Drainage & Irrigation Dept. 
c. Farmer Organizatio Authority 
d. Agricultural Bank 
e. MARDI 
f. Veterinary Department 
g. FAMA 
II. PARTICIPATION IN DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 
A. Participation in Decision Making 
1. Are you a member or committee member 
of the following bodies: 
Code: 1-Non-member 2-Member 3-Committee 
a. Village Devp & Security Comm. 
b. Area Farmers' Association 
c. Smallholders' Devp. Center 
2. Are you presently elected as: 
Code: 1-No 2-Yes 
a. Block/group leader 
b. Smallholders' Community 
Development agent 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
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3. In the last one year, how frequent did 
you attend; 
a. Field trips 
b. Farming demonstrations 
c. VDSC meetings 
d. AFA meetings 
e. SDC meetings 
f. Group meetings 
g. Planning training activities 
Did you vote in the last election for 
the following bodies: 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
Code: 1—No 2—Yes 
a. Village Devp & Security Comm. 
b. Area Farmers' Association 
c. Smallholders* Devp. Center 
5. In the last one year, was there any survey 
conducted by your lADP management? 
1-No 2—Yes 
If 'yes', did you participate in the 
surver? 1-No 2-Yes 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
• 
• 
B. Participation in Implementation; 
Note; Use the following code for Q1 and Q2. 
Code; 1-None 2-Low 3-Moderate 
4-Above average 5-High 
Request the respondents to indicate his/her 
adoption of the following agric. practices; 
a. Plant material 
b. Planting technique 
c. Chemical fertilizer 
d. Insecticide application 
e. Weed controlg 
f. Record keeping 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
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In the last one year, to what degree did you 
contribute the following towards projects: 
a. Cash 
b. Voluntary labor 
c. Land 
d. Building 
e. Others (please specify) 
C. Participation in Benefit; 
1. In the last one year, to what degree did you 
receive the following services/benefit: 
Code: l-None 2-Low 3-Moderate 
4-Above average 5-High 
a. Subsidized fertilizer 
b. Subsidized seeds 
c. Plant material 
d. Marketing services 
e. Tractor services 
f. Advisory services 
g. Processing agriculture product 
h. Others (please specify) 
D. Participation in Evaluation; 
Note; Use the following code for Q1 and Q2. 
Code; 1-Never 2- Rarely 3-Occasional 
4-Fairly often 5-Frequent 
In the last one year, how frequent were you 
involved in; 
a. discussions on project progress with: 
* lADP officers 
* Other fanners 
* Family members 
b. Discussions on project 
progress in meetings 
How frequent did you contribute 
suggestions/ideas in discussions 
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III. ATTITUDES TOWARDS lADP PROGRAMS 
[Ask the respondent to respond to the 
following statements using the code below] 
Code: 1-Strongly disagree 4-agree 
2-Disagree 5-Strongly agree 
3-Neutral 
1. The programs undertaken by lADP were 
very beneficial. 
2. The programs were planned based on 
the farmers• needs. 
3. The lADP programs were comprehensive. 
4. Farmers were involved in formulating 
programs. 
5. The programs encouraged farmers 
involvement. 
6. lADP programs should be terminated. 
(R) 
7. The irrigation facilities helped to 
increase my agricultural production. 
8. lADP provided adequate training 
for farmers. 
9. I did not gain much from the training 
programs. (R) 
10. The subsidized fertilizer program 
helped me to fertilize my crop. 
11. The quality of subsidized seed/plant 
material was low. (R) 
12. I benefitted a lot from the trans­
portation services provided by lADP. 
13. The credit facilities enabled me to 
buy agricultural inputs. 
14. The marketing services helped me to 
get better prices for my agric produce. 
15. I was not satisfied with the tractor 
services provided by lADP. (R) 
16. The extension services helped to solve 
a lot of my problems. 
17. My farm income increased significantly 
after the establishment of lADP. 
18. lADP programs promoted the development 
of local leaders. 
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IV. ATTITUDES TOWARDS lADP PERSONNEL 
[Ask the respondent to respond to the 
following statements using the code below] 
Code: 1-Strongly disagree 4-agree 
2-Disagree 5-Strongly agree 
3-Neutral 
1. I felt comfortable working with the 
lADP personnel. 
2. The personnel were very concerned 
eJDOut farmers' welfare. 
3. I always contacted the personnel 
for help. 
4. The personnel were knowledgecible 
in their area of responsibilities. 
5. The personnel were not dedicated 
to their work. (R) 
6. The personnel showed respect towards 
farmers. 
7. The personnel were not willing to 
help solve farmers' problems. (R) 
8. The personnel were willing to visit 
farmers' farms. 
9. The personnel showed low performance 
in their everyday works. (R) 
10. The personnel provided good source 
of information. 
11. The personnel always provide me 
with useful suggestions. 
12. The personnel were biased in their 
services to farmers. (R) 
13. The personnel were always punctual 
in any meetings/activities. 
14. It was very easy to meet the 
personnel. 
15. The personnel worked more for their 
iown interest than for farmers. (R) 
16. The personnel were always there when 
they were needed. 
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V. DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILES 
1. Age as of last birthday? 41-42 1 
years. ' 
2. Marital status: 43 i , 
1-Single ' ' 
2-Married 
3-Divorced 
3. Number of feunily members: 44-45 i 
persons. ' 
4. Years of formal schooling: 46-47 1 
years. ' 
5. Are you a member of the following local 
organizations? 
Code: 1-No 2-Yes 
a. Youth association 
b. Funeral fund 
c. Political party 
d. Women group 
e. Others (please specify) 
6. What is your main occupation? 
1-Government employee 
2-Private employee 
3-Businessman 
4-Farmers 
7. How large is the farm that you; 
a. own? acres. 
b. rent? acres. 
c. lease out? acres. 
8. How much is your average monthly 
income from: 
a. agricultural activities? 
b. non-agricultural sources? 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
" • 
54 
57 
67 
63 66 
67 70 
173 
Note: For Q9 and QIO, please use the 
following coding scheme: 
Code: 1-Rice 7-Tobacco 
2-Rubber 8-Orchard 
3-Oil palm 9-Coffee 
4-Coconut lO-Oilpalm/coffee 
5-Cocoa 11-Coconut/coffee 
6-Cash crop 12-Pineapple 
9. What is the main crop that you plant? 
10. What are other crops that you plant? 
Crop 1: 
Crop 2: 
Crop 3: 
11. Gender: 
1-Male 
2-Female 
71-72 
73-74 
75-76 
77-78 
79 • 
loud StfltC UniVCrSltlj of science and Technok 
Dqwuueut of Aghculnnal Education and Studies 
201 CunissHaU 
TkkpboneK 
Adminismtion and Gtaduate ftogiams S1S-294-S904 
Reseaicb and Extension ftogtams 515-294-S872 
Ames. Iowa 50011-1050 
15 Februari 1992 5
515-294-6924 
Assalamu-akaikum wrt: 
KAJIAN PENILAIAN PENGLIBATAN PETANI 
DI PROJEK PEMBAN6DNAN PERTANIAN BERSEPADU (PPPB), 
SEHENANJUNG MALAYSIA 
Untuk makluman tuan/puan, saya adalah seorang pensyarah di 
Universiti Pertanian Malaysia dan sedang mengikuti program 
pengajian peringkat Ph.D di Iowa State University. Kedatangan 
saya adalah untuk menjalankan satu kajian bertajuk "Kajian 
Penilaian Penglibatan Petani di Projek Pembangunan Pertanian 
Bersepadu (PPPB), Semenanjung Malaysia". 
Tujuan utama kajian ini adalah untuk meninjau bentuk dan 
intensiti penglibatan petani dalam aktiviti pembangunan di 
Projek Pemban^ nan Pertanian Bersepadu. Hasil kajian ini akan 
membolehkan pihak pembentuk polisi, perancang, pelaksana dan 
juga masyarakat petani memcihami dengan lebeh mendalam tentang 
status semasa penglibatan petani. Kefahaman ini adalah 
penting untuk merangka program bagi meningkatkan lagi tahap 
kemajuan pertanian serta keadaan sosial masyarakat petani. 
Saya harap tuan/puan dapat melapangkan lebih kurang 20 minit 
untuk menjawab soalan-soalan dalam kajian ini. Semua maklumat 
yang tuan berikan akan direihsiakan. 
Sekian, terima kasih di atas kerjasama tuan/puan. 
Yang benar 
BAHAHAN ABU S AMAH 
Pelajar siswazah 
Agricultural Education and Studies 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
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INSTRUMENTAS! KAJIAN 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Nombor lADP 
Nombor Kéunpong 
Nombor Responden 
CNombor Kad 
I. PENGETAHUAN TENTANG PPPB 
[Tanyakan soalan-soalan berikut berkaitan 
dengan pengetahuan responden tentang PPPB] 
Nota: Guna kod berikut untuk SI dan S2 
Kod: 1-Betul 2-Salah 
1. Kementerian manakah yang 
mengawasi PPPB? 
2. Siapakah nama pengarcih PPPB 
tuan/puan? 
Nota: Guna kod berikut untuk S3-S5 
Kod: 1-Tidak dinyatakan 2-Ada dinyatakan 
3. Bolehkah (R) nyatakan matlamat 
penubuhan PPPB? 
a. meningkatkan produktiviti 
pertanian dan pendapatan petani_ 
b. memodenkan pertanian melalui 
penggunaan teknologi yang sesuai 
G. memperbaiki perkhidmatan 
pengembangan di luar bandar _ 
d. meningkatkan taraf hidup 
masyarakat luar bandar _ 
e. menggalakkan petani untuk 
bekerja dalam kumpulan _ 
' n 
® • 
'  n 
10 
• 
12 I 
n 
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4. Bolehkah (R) nyatakan peranan PPPB? 
a. menyediakan kemudahan parit 
dan taliair _ 
b. membina/perbaiki jalan desa _ 
c. menbina atau perbaiki Pusat 
Pembangxinan Petani _ 
d. sedia khidmat pengenbéingan _ 
e. sedia kemudahan pinjcunan _ 
f. sedia perkhidmatan pemasaran _ 
g. sedia khidmat pemprosesan _ 
5. Apakah agensi-agensi yang 
terlibat dalam PPPB? 
a. Jabatan Pertanian _ 
b. Jab. Pengairan dan Saliran _ 
c. Lembaga Pertubuhan Peladang _ 
d. Bank Pertanian _ 
e. MARDI _ 
f. Jab. Perkhidmatan Haiwan _ 
g. FAMA _ 
II. PEN6LIBATAN DALAM AKTIVITI PEMBANGDMAM PPPB 
A. Penalibatan dalam membuat keputusan 
1. Adakah (R) menjadi ahli atau ahli 
i awatankuasa dalam badan-badan berikut: 
Kod: 1-Bukan ahli 2-Ahli 3-AJK 
a. J/K Kemajuan & Keselamatan Kg. 
b. Pertubuhan Peladang Kawasan 
c. Pusat Pemb. Pekebun Kecil 
2. Adakah (R) dilantik sebagai; 
Kod: 1-Tidak 2-Ya 
a. Ketua blok/kumpulan 
b. Pemaju Masyarakat Pekebun 
Kecil 
177 
3. Dalam setahvm lepas, berapa kerapkeih 
(R) mengikuti/menghadiri : 
a. Lawatan 
b. Pertunjukan kaedah 
c. Mesyuarat JKKK 
d. Mesyuarat PPK 
e. Mesyuarat PPPK 
f. Mesyuarat kelompok 
g. Aktiviti merancang latihan 
4. Adakah (R) nengundi dalam pemilihan AJK 
badan-badan berikut: 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
Kod: 1-Tidak 2-Ya 
a• JKKK 
b. PPK (LPP) 
c. PPPK (RISDA) 
5. Setahun lepas, adakah pihak PPPB 
menjalankan kajian di tempat (R)? 
1-Tiada 2-Ada 
Kalau 'Ada', adakah (R) terlibat dalam 
dalam kajian itu? 1-Tidak 2-Ya 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
• 
• 
B. Penalibatan dalam Perlaksanaan; 
Nota; Guna kod berikut vintuk SI dan S2 
Code: 1-Tiada 2-Rendah 3-Sederhana 
4-Agak tinggi 5-Tinggi 
1. Tanyakan (R) tentang tahap penerimaan-
guna dalam amalan pertanian berikut: 
a. Bahan tanaman 
b. Teknik penanaman 
c. Penggunaan baja kimia 
d. Penggunaan racun serangga 
e. Kawalan rumpai 
f. Penyimpanan rekod 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
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2. Setahun lepas, berapa banyakkah (R) 
menyvunbang perkara berikut kepada projek? 
a. Wang tunai 
b. Tenaga sukarela 
c. Tanah 
d. Bangunan 
e. Lain-lain (Nyatakan) 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
C. Penalibatan dalam Menerima Manfaat; 
1. Setahun lepas, banyak manakah (R) menerima 
khidmat/bantuan berikut dari projek: 
Code: l-Tiada 2-Rendah 3-Sederhana 
4-Agak tinggi 5-Tinggi 
a. Subsidi baja 
b. Subsidi benih 
c. Bahan tanaman 
d. Perkhidmatan pemasaran 
e. Perkhidmatan traktor 
f. Khidmat nasihat 
g. Pemprosesan hasil pertanian 
h. Lain-lain (Nyatakan) 
D. Penalibatan dalam Penilaian; 
Nota: Guna kod berikut untuk soalan Sl-2 
Kod: 1-Tak pernah 3-Kadang-kadang 
2-Jarang 4-Agak selalu 5-Selalu 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
1. Setahun lepas, berapa kerapkah (R) 
terlibat dalam: 
a. perbincangan kemajuan projek dengan; 
* pegawai PPPB 
* Lain-lain petani 
* Ahli keluarga 
b. Perbincangan kemajuan projek 
dalam mesyuarat? 
2. Berapa kerapkah (R) menyumbang 
pendapat/idea dalam mesyuarat? 
64 
65 
66 
67 1^  
68 
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III. SIKAP TEREADAP PROGRAM FPFB 
[Minta responden untuk menjawéds kenyataan 
berikut dengan menggunakan kod di bawah] 
Kod: 1-Sangat tidak setuju 4-Setuju 
2-Tidak setuju 5-Sangat setuju 
3-Berkecuali 
1. Program yang dianjurkan oleh PPPB 
adaleih sangat bermanfaat. 
2. Program PPPB dirancang berdasarkan 
keperluan petani. 
3. Program anjuran PPPB adalah 
menyeluruh. 
4. Petani terlibat dalam merangka 
program anjuran PPPB. 
5. Program PPPB menggalakkan 
penglibatan petani. 
6. Program PPPB patut diberhentikan. 
(T) 
7. Kemudahan pengairan membantu mening-
katkan pengeluaran pertanian saya. 
8. PPPB menyediakan latihan yang 
mencukupi untuk petani. 
9. Saya tidak mendapat banyak faedah 
dari program latihan anjuran PPPB. (T) 
10. Program subsidi baja membantu saya 
untuk membaja tanaman saya. 
11. Mutu biji/anak beneh yang diterima 
dari program subsidi adalah rendah. (T) 
12. Saya mendapat banyak manfaat dari 
perkhidmatan penggangkutan yang diberi. 
13. Kemudahan kredit membantu saya untuk 
membeli input pertanian. 
14. Perkhidmatan pemasaran membantu saya 
untuk mendapat harga yang lebeh tinggi. 
15. Saya tidak puas hati dengan perkhid­
matan penggangkutan yang ada. (T) 
16. Khidmat pengembangan banyak membantu 
menyelesaikan masaalah saya. 
17. Pendapatan hasil pertanian saya banyak 
meningkat dengan tertubuhnya PPPB. 
18. Program PPPB membantu membentuk 
kepimpinan tempatan. 
7 • 
8 
n 
9 
n 
10 • 
11 • 
12 • 
13 
n 
14 
n 
15 
n 
16 
n 
17 • 
18 
n 
19 • 
20 • 
21 • 
22 • 
23 • 
24 
n 
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SIKAP TERHADAP PE6AWAI PPPB 
[Minta responden menjawab kenyataan berikut 
dengan menggunakan kod di bawah] 
Kod: 1-Sangat tidak setuju 4-Setuju 
2-Tidak setuju 5-Sangat setuju 
3-Berkecuali 
1. 
2 .  
3. 
7. 
8 .  
9. 
10. 
11, 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
Saya rasa selesa berurusan dengan 
pegawai PPPB. 
Pegawai PPPB sangat ambil berat 
tentang hal ehwal petani. 
Saya selalu menghubungi pegawai 
untuk mendapatkan bantuan. 
Para pegawai berpengetahuan dalam 
bidang kerja mereka. 
Para pegawai tidak berdedikasi 
dalam menjalankan tugas mereka. (T) 
Pegawai PPPB menghormati petani-
petani. 
Para pegawai tidak berminat untuk 
menyelesaikan masaalah petani. (T) 
Para pegawai sanggup untuk melawat 
ladang petani. 
Prestasi kerja harian para pegawai 
adalah rendah. (T) 
Para pegawai merupakan sumber 
maklumat yang penting kepada petani. 
Para pegawai selalu memberikan 
cadangan/buah fikiran berguna. 
Pegawai selalu tidak adil dalam mem-
beri perkhidmatan kepada petani. (T) 
Para pegawai selau menepati masa 
dalam setiap mesyuarat/aktiviti. 
Adalah mudah untuk berhubung dengan 
pegawai PPPB. 
Para pegawai bekerja lebeh untuk diri 
sendiri daripada untuk petani. (T) 
Para pegawai selalunya ada bila 
sahaja mereka diperj.ukan. 
25 
n  
26 • 
27 
n  
28 • 
29 • 
30 • 
31 • 
32 
n  
33 • 
34 • 
35 
n  
36 • 
37 • 
38 • 
39 • 
40 • 
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V. LATAR BELAKANG 
1. Umur pada tarikh Icdiir lepas. 41-42 
tahun 
2. Status perkahwinan 43 i 1 
1-Buj ang ' ' 
2-Berkahwin 
3-Becerai 
3. Bilangan cJili keluarga 44-45 
orang 
4. Bilangan tahun persekolahan formal 46-47 
tahun 
5. Adakah (R) menjadi ahli kepada 
organisasi berikut: 
Kod: 1-Tidak 2-Ya 
a. Persatuan belia 
b. Khairat kematian 
c. Parti politik 
d. Pertubuhan wanita 
e. Lain-lain (Nyatakan) 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
6. Apakah pekerjaan utama (R)? 
1-Pegawai kerajaan 
2-Pekerja swasta 
3-Peniaga 
4-Petani 
53 
• 
7. Berapa luaskah ladang yang (R): 
a. miliki? ekar 
b. sewa? ekar 
c. sewakan? ekar 
54 
57 
60 
Berapakah purata pendapatan bulanan 
dari punca berikut; 
a. aktiviti pertanian? 
b. sumber bukan pertanian? 
63 66 
67 70 
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Nota: Untuk soalan 9 dan 10, gunakan 
kod berikut: 
Kod: 1-Padi 7-Tembakau 
2-Getah 8 -Bucih-bueQian 
3-Kelapa sawit 9-Kopi 
4-Kelapa 10-K.S/Kopi 
5-Koko 11-Kelapa/Kopi 
6-Tanciman kontan 12-Nenas 
9. Apakah tanaman utama yang (R) tanam? 
10. Apakah tanaman lain yang (R) tanam? 
Tanaman 1: 
Tanaman 2: 
Tanaman 3: 
11. Jantina 
1-Lelaki 
2-Perempuan 
71-72 
73-74 
75-76 
77-78 
79 • 
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Checklist for Attachments and Time Schedule 
The roDowing are attached (please dieck): 
12. Q Letter (ywrittensatement ta subjects indicmingcleaiiy; 
a) potposeaftfaereseaidi 
b) tiie use of any identifier codes (names, #'s}, bow ifaqrwiU be used, and when tb^ will be 
removed (see Item 17) 
c) an estimate of time nee^ for paiticqntioa in the Rseatcfa and Ae place 
(0 if^licabie, location of the research acdviQr 
e) how yog will ensure confiricaitiality 
f) in n InngitiK^ îniil ttrAy^  whw, Hint hnuf ynt! win mnt«rt «ntyrt^ latw 
i) paniciparion is vdmuary; nonparticipation wiEnaaffectevalnafinmof thesubjea 
13.0 Consent fom Of applicable) 
14. • Letter of ^)proval for research from cooperating orgmiTations orinstinitions Qf qyHcable) 
15. 03 Data-gathering instruments 
16. Anticqated dates for contact with subjects: 
First Contact Last Contact 
17. If^licable: anticipated date that identifiers will be removed fiom completed survey instruments andAr audio or visual 
t^KS win be erased: 
February 01, 1991 February 28, 1991 
Month/Day/Yeir Month/Oqr/Year 
December 31, 1992 
Montfa/Diy/Year 
18. Signature of Dqnttmental Executive OfScer Date Department or Administrative Unit 
19. Decision of the University Human Subjects Review Committee: 
__Rnoject Not Approved __No Action Required 
Name of Committee Chairperson 
P a t r i c i a  M .  K e i t h  
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APPENDIX B 
SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES ON 
ATTITUDES TOWARD lADP PROGRAMS AND 
ATTITUDES TOWARD lADP PERSONNEL 
Abbreviations used in tables: 
SDA = Strongly disagree 
DA = Disagree 
N = Neutral 
A = Agree 
SA = Strongly agree 
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Table 68: Attitudes toward lADP progreuns: NWS 
Statement SDA DA N A SA 
% % % % % 
1. The programs undertaken by 
lADP were very beneficial. 0. 0 0. 0 6. 0 70. 0 24. 0 
2. The programs were planned 
base on farmers' needs. 0. 0 0. 0 4. 0 88. 0 8. 0 
3. lADP progrêims were 
comprehensive. 0. 0 2. 0 14. 0 76. 0 8. 0 
4. Farmers were involved in 
formulating programs. 2. 0 8. 0 20. 0 66. 0 4. 0 
5. The programs encouraged 
farmers' involvement. 0. 0 6. 0 12. 0 70. 0 12. 0 
6. lADP programs should be 
terminated. (R) 12. 0 30. 0 6. 0 10. 0 0. 0 
7. The irrigation facilities 
helped to increase my 
agricultural production. 0. 0 2. 0 6. 0 80. 0 12. 0 
8. lADP provided adequate 
training for farmers. 0. 0 20. 0 34. 0 42. 0 4. 0 
9. I did not gain much from the 
training programs. (R) 2. 0 44. 0 36. 0 18. 0 0. 0 
10. The subsidized fertilizer 
program helped me to 
fertilize my crop. 0. 0 0. 0 8. 0 78. 0 14. 0 
11. The quality of subsidized 
seed/planting material was 
was low. (R) 4. 0 54. 0 36. 0 6. 0 0. 0 
12. I benefitted a lot from the 
transportation services 
provided by lADP. 0. 0 2. 0 94. 0 4. 0 0. 0 
13. The credit facilities enabled 
to buy agricultural inputs. 0. 0 4. 0 54. 0 42. 0 0. 0 
14. The marketing services helped 
me to get better price for 
my agricultural produce. 0. 0 0. 0 80. 0 20. 0 0. 0 
15. I was not satisfied with the 
tractor services provided by 
the project. (R) 0. 0 12. 0 86. 0 2. 0 0. 0 
16. The extension services helped 
to solve lots of my problems. 0. 0 0. 0 12. 0 80. 0 8. 0 
17. My farm income increased 
significantly after the 
establishment of lADP. 0. 0 0. 0 2. 0 84. 0 14. 0 
18. lADP programs promoted the 
development of local leaders. 0. 0 0. 0 8. 0 88. 0 4. 0 
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TcOale 69: Attitudes toward lADP programs: KSM 
Statement SDA DA N A SA 
% % % % % 
1. The programs undertaken by 
lADP were very beneficial. 
2. The programs were planned 
base on farmers' needs. 
3. The lADP progréims were 
comprehens ive. 
4. Farmers were involved in 
formulating programs. 
5. The programs encouraged 
f armers• involvement. 
6. lADP programs should be 
terminated. (R) 
7. The irrigation facilities 
helped to increase my 
agricultural production. 
8. lADP provided adequate 
training for farmers. 
9. I did not gain much from the 
training progreims. (R) 
10. The subsidized fertilizer 
program helped me to 
fertilize my crop. 
11. The quality of subsidized 
seed/planting material was 
was low. (R) 
12. I benefitted a lot from the 
transportation services 
provided by lADP. 
13. The credit facilities enabled 
to buy agricultural inputs. 
14. The marketing services helped 
me to get better price for 
my agricultural produce. 
15. I was not satisfied with the 
tractor services provided by 
the project. (R) 
16. The extension services helped 
to solve lots of my problems. 
17. My farm income increased 
significantly after the 
establishment of lADP. 
18. lADP programs promoted the 
development of local leaders. 
o
 
o
 
o
 
o
 
o
 
o
 80.0 20.0 
o
 
o
 
0.0 4.0 90.0 6.0 
o
 
o
 0.0 8.0 90.0 2.0 
o
 
o
 
2.0 8.0 84.0 6.0 
o
 
o
 
0.0 4.0 82.0 14.0 
22.0 78.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
o
 
o
 0.0 2.0 84.0 14.0 
o
 
o
 8.0 48.0 42.0 2.0 
o
 
o
 46.0 54.0 0.0 0.0 
o
 
o
 
0.0 0.0 86.0 14.0 
to
 
o
 
52.0 44.0 2.0 0.0 
o
 
o
 2.0 78.0 20.0 0.0 
o
 
o
 
2.0 52.0 42.0 4.0 
o
 
o
 0.0 88.0 10.0 2.0 
2.0 24.0 68.0 6.0 0.0 
o
 
o
 
0.0 6.0 86.0 8.0 
o
 
o
 0.0 0.0 84.0 16.0 
o
 
o
 0.0 2.0 86.0 12.0 
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Teûale 70: Attitudes toward lADP programs: WJ 
Statement SDA DA N A SA 
% % % % % 
1. The programs undertaken by 
lADP were very beneficial. 
2. The programs were planned 
base on farmers' needs. 
3. The lADP programs were 
comprehensive. 
4. Farmers were involved in 
formulating programs. 
5. The programs encouraged 
farmers' involvement. 
6. lADP programs should be 
terminated. (R) 
7. The irrigation facilities 
helped to increase my 
agricultural production. 
8. lADP provided adequate 
training for farmers. 
9. I did not gain much from the 
training programs. (R) 
10. The subsidized fertilizer 
program helped me to 
fertilize my crop. 
11. The quality of subsidized 
seed/planting material was 
was low. (R) 
12. I benefitted a lot from the 
transportation services 
provided by lADP. 
13. The credit facilities enabled 
to buy agricultural inputs. 
14. The marketing services helped 
me to get better price for 
my agricultural produce. 
15. I was not satisfied with the 
tractor services provided by 
the project. (R) 
16. The extension services helped 
to solve lots of my problems. 
17. My farm income increased 
significantly after the 
establishment of lADP. 
18. lADP programs promoted the 
development of local leaders. 
o
 
o
 
o
 
o
 o
 
o
 
84.0 16.0 
o
 
o
 0.0 4.0 92.0 4.0 
o
 
o
 
0.0 2.0 94.0 4.0 
o
 
o
 2.0 0.0 94.0 4.0 
o
 
o
 0.0 0.0 92.0 8.0 
10.0 90.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
o
 
o
 0.0 2.0 96.0 2.0 
o
 
o
 0.0 14.0 84.0 2.0 
CO
 
o
 
80.0 16.0 2.0 0.0 
o
 
o
 0.0 0.0 98.0 2.0 
2.0 76.0 22.0 0.0 0.0 
o
 
o
 
0.0 76.0 24.0 0.0 
o
 
o
 0.0 40.0 60.0 0.0 
o
 
o
 0.0 42.0 56.0 2.0 
o
 
o
 2.0 98.0 0.0 0.0 
o
 
o
 0.0 0.0 94.0 6.0 
o
 
o
 
0.0 2.0 92.0 6.0 
o
 
o
 0.0 2.0 88.0 10.0 
188 
Table 71. Attitudes toward lADP programs: WP 
o
 
o
 o
 
o
 
o
 
o
 62.0 38.0 
o
 
o
 2.0 8.0 72.0 18.0 
o
 
o
 0.0 12.0 72.0 16.0 
o
 
o
 0.0 2.0 82.0 16.0 
o
 
o
 0.0 2.0 82.0 16.0 
44.0 54.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 
0. 0 0. 0 VO
 
o
 
0 
o
 
H
 0 0. 0 
0. 0 24. 0 30. 0 42. 0 4. 0 
H
 
to
 
0 60. 0 24. 0 4. 0 0. 0 
Statement SDA DA N A SA 
% % % % % 
1. The programs undertaucen by 
lADP were very beneficial. 
2. The programs were planned 
base on farmers' needs. 
3. The lADP progreuas were 
comprehens ive. 
4. Farmers were involved in 
formulating programs. 
5. The programs encouraged 
farmers' involvement. 
6. lADP programs should be 
terminated. (R) 
7. The irrigation facilities 
helped to increase my 
agricultural production. 
8. lADP provided adequate 
training for farmers. 
9. I did not gain much from the 
training progreims. (R) 
10. The subsidized fertilizer 
program helped me to 
fertilize my crop. 0.0 0.0 4.0 76.0 20.0 
11. The quality of subsidized 
seed/planting material was 
was low. (R) 4.0 64.0 18.0 14.0 0.0 
12. I benefitted a lot from the 
transportation services 
provided by lADP. 0.0 0.0 96.0 0.0 4.0 
13. The credit facilities enabled 
to buy agricultural inputs. 0.0 0.0 90.0 10.0 0.0 
14. The marketing services helped 
me to get better price for 
my agricultural produce. 0.0 0.0 90.0 8.0 2.0 
15. I was not satisfied with the 
tractor services provided by 
the project. (R) 2.0 28.0 64.0 6.0 0.0 
16. The extension services helped 
to solve lots of my problems. 0.0 2.0 4.0 78.0 16.0 
17. My farm income increased 
significantly after the 
establishment of lADP. 0.0 0.0 4.0 78.0 18.0 
18. lADP programs promoted the 
development of local leaders. 0.0 0.0 6.0 76.0 18.0 
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Teible 72: Attitudes toward lADP progreuns: OVERALL 
o
 
o
 
o
 
o
 
1.5 74.0 24.5 
o
 
o
 
0.5 5.0 85.5 9.0 
o
 
o
 0.5 9.0 83.0 7.5 
0.5 3.0 7.5 81.5 7.5 
o
 
o
 1.5 4.5 81.5 12.5 
25.0 70.5 2.0 2.5 0.0 
Statement S DA DA N A SA 
% % % % % 
1. The programs undertaken by 
lADP were very beneficial. 
2. The programs were planned 
base on farmers' needs. 
3. The lADP progreims were 
comprehens ive. 
4. Farmers were involved in 
formulating programs. 
5. The programs encouraged 
farmers• involvement. 
6. lADP programs should be 
terminated. (R) 
7. The irrigation facilities 
helped to increase my 
agricultural production. 
8. lADP provided adequate 
training for farmers. 
9. I did not gain much from the 
training programs. (R) 
10. The subsidized fertilizer 
program helped me to 
fertilize my crop. 
11. The quality of subsidized 
seed/planting material was 
was low. (R) 
12. I benefitted a lot from the 
transportation services 
provided by lADP. 
13. The credit facilities enabled 
to buy agricultural inputs. 
14. The marketing services helped 
me to get better price for 
my agricultural produce. 
15. I was not satisfied with the 
tractor services provided by 
the project. (R) 1.0 16.5 79.0 3.5 0.0 
16. The extension services helped 
to solve lots of my problems. 0.0 0.5 5.5 84.5 9.5 
17. My farm income increased 
significantly after the 
establishment of lADP. 0.0 0.0 2.0 84.5 13.5 
18. lADP programs promoted the 
development of local leaders. 0.0 0.0 4.5 84.5 11.0 
o
 
o
 
in o
 to
 
0 67.5 7.0 
o
 
o
 13.0 31. 5 52.5 3.0 
4.0 57.5 32. 5 6.0 0.0 
o
 
o
 0.0 3. 0 84.5 12.5 
w
 
o
 
61.5 30. 0 5.5 0.0 
o
 
o
 1.0 86. 0 12.0 1.0 
o
 
o
 1.5 59. 0 38.5 1.0 
o
 
o
 0.0 75. 0 23.5 1.5 
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Table 73: Attitudes toward lADP personnel: NWS 
Statement SDA DA N A SA 
% % % % % 
1. I felt comfortable working 
with the lADP personnel. 0. 0 2. 0 14. 0 78. 0 6. 0 
2. The personnel were very 
concerned about farmers' 
welfare. 0. 0 4. 0 12. 0 80. 0 4. 0 
3. I always contacted the 
personnel for help. 0. 0 4. 0 24. 0 66. 0 6. 0 
4. The personnel were know­
ledgeable in their area 
of responsibilities. 0. 0 2. 0 16. 0 78. 0 4. 0 
5. The personnel were not 
dedicated to their 
work. (R) 10. 0 56. 0 18. 0 14. 0 2. 0 
6. The personnel showed 
respect towards farmers. 0. 0 2. 0 8. 0 82. 0 8. 0 
7. The personnel were not 
willing to help solve 
farmers* problems. (R) 10. 0 64. 0 16. 0 10. 0 0. 0 
8. The personnel were willing 
to visit farmers' farms. 0. 0 6. 0 12. 0 76. 0 6. 0 
9. The personnel showed low 
performance in their 
everyday works. (R) 6. 0 56. 0 20. 0 16. 0 2. 0 
10. The personnel provided good 
source of information. 0. 0 4. 0 4. 0 84. 0 8. 0 
11. The personnel always provide 
me with useful suggestions. 0. 0 2. 0 8. 0 84. 0 6. 0 
12. The personnel were biased 
in rendering services to 
farmers. (R) 8. 0 50. 0 26. 0 14. 0 2. 0 
13. The personnel were always 
punctual in any meetings/ 
activities. 0. 0 6. 0 12. 0 78. 0 4. 0 
14. It was very easy to meet 
the personnel. 0. 0 2. 0 14. 0 78. 0 6. 0 
15. The personnel worked more 
for their own interest than 
for farmers. (R) 6. 0 62. 0 16. 0 14. 0 2. 0 
16. The personnel were always 
there when they were needed. 0. 0 6. 0 14. 0 78. 0 2. 0 
Table 74: 
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Attitudes toward lADP personnel: KSM 
Statement SDA DA N A SA 
% % % % % 
1. I felt comfortcible working 
with the lADP personnel. 0. 0 4. 0 12. 0 76. 0 8. 0 
2. The personnel were very 
concerned about farmers* 
welfare. 0. 0 8. 0 6. 0 76. 0 10. 0 
3. I always contacted the 
personnel for help. 0. 0 4. 0 16. 0 76. 0 4. 0 
4. The personnel were know-
ledgeeible in their area 
of responsibilities. 0. C 2. 0 10. 0 80. 0 8. 0 
5. The personnel were not 
dedicated to their 
work. (R) 8. 0 78. 0 12. 0 2. 0 2. 0 
6. The personnel showed 
respect towards farmers. 0. 0 0. 0 6. 0 88. 0 6. 0 
7. The personnel were not 
willing to help solve 
farmers' problems. (R) 10. 0 72. 0 8. 0 10. 0 0. 0 
8. The personnel were willing 
to visit farmers' farms. 0. 0 4. 0 14. 0 74. 0 8. 0 
9. The personnel showed low 
performance in their 
everyday works. (R) 6. 0 74. 0 18. 0 2. 0 0. 0 
10. The personnel provided good 
source of information. 2. 0 2. 0 6. 0 82. 0 8. 0 
11. The personnel always provide 
me with useful suggestions. 0. 0 6. 0 10. 0 72. 0 12. 0 
12. The personnel were biased 
in rendering services to 
farmers. (R) 8. 0 68. 0 18. 0 6. 0 0. 0 
13. The personnel were always 
punctual in any meetings/ 
activities. 0. 0 8. 0 18. 0 70. 0 4. 0 
14. It was very easy to meet 
the personnel. 0. 0 6. 0 10. 0 82. 0 8. 0 
15. The personnel worked more 
for their own interest than 
for farmers. (R) 2. 0 70. 0 20. 0 8. 0 0. 0 
16. The personnel were always 
there when they were needed. 2. 0 2. 0 18. 0 70. 0 8. 0 
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Table 75: Attitudes toward lADP personnel: WJ 
Statement SDA DA N A SA 
% % % % % 
1. I felt comfortable working 
with the lADP personnel. 0.0 0.0 0.0 86.0 14.0 
2. The personnel were very 
concerned about farmers' 
welfare. 0.0 0.0 0.0 96.0 4.0 
3. I always contacted the 
personnel for help. 0.0 0.0 0.0 98.0 2.0 
4. The personnel were know-
leageable in their area 
of responsibilities. 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 
5. The personnel were not 
dedicated to their 
work. (R) 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
6. The personnel showed 
respect towards farmers. 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 
7. The personnel were not 
willing to help solve 
farmers' problems. (R) 0.0 0.0 0.0 98.0 2.0 
8. The personnel were willing 
to visit farmers' farms. 0.0 0.0 0.0 94.0 6.0 
9. The personnel showed low 
performance in their 
everyday works. (R) 2.0 98.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
10. The personnel provided good 
source of information. 0.0 0.0 0.0 98.0 2.0 
11. The personnel always provide 
me with useful suggestions. 0.0 0.0 0.0 96.0 4.0 
12. The personnel were biased 
in rendering services to 
farmers. (R) 2.0 98.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
13. The personnel were always 
punctual in any meetings/ 
activities. 0.0 2.0 0.0 98.0 0.0 
14. It was very easy to meet 
the personnel. 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 
15. The personnel worked more 
for their own interest than 
for farmers. (R) 0.0 94.0 6.0 0.0 0.0 
16. The personnel were always 
there when they were needed. 0.0 2.0 0.0 98.0 0.0 
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Table 76: Attitudes toward lADP personnel; WP 
Statement SDA 
% 
DA 
% 
N 
% 
A 
% 
SA 
% 
1. I felt comfortéible working 
with the lADP personnel. 0.0 4. 0 2. 0 74. 0 20. 0 
2. The personnel were very 
concerned about farmers' 
welfare. 0.0 8. 0 2. 0 74. 0 16. 0 
3. I always contacted the 
personnel for help. 0.0 0. 0 4. 0 80. 0 16. 0 
4. The personnel were know-
leageable in their area 
of responsibilities. 0.0 2. 0 0. 0 80. 0 18. 0 
5. The personnel were not 
dedicated to their 
work. (R) 20.0 70. 0 8. 0 2. 0 0. 0 
6. The personnel showed 
respect towards farmers. 0.0 2. 0 2. 0 84. 0 12. 0 
7. The personnel were not 
willing to help solve 
farmers' problems. (R) 16.0 78. 0 4. 0 2. 0 0. 0 
8. The personnel were willing 
to visit farmers' farms. 0.0 2. 0 0. 0 78. 0 20. 0 
9. The personnel showed low 
performance in their 
everyday works. (R) 0.0 4. 0 8. 0 76. 0 12. 0 
10. The personnel provided good 
source of information. 0.0 2. 0 0. 0 86. 0 12. 0 
11. The personnel always provide 
me with useful suggestions. 0.0 2. 0 0. 0 86. 0 12. 0 
12. The personnel were biased 
in rendering services to 
farmers. (R) 10.0 70. 0 12. 0 8. 0 0. 0 
13. The personnel were always 
punctual in any meetings/ 
activities. 0.0 8. 0 6. 0 78. 0 8. 0 
14. It was very easy to meet 
the personnel. 0.0 2. 0 4. 0 82. 0 12. 0 
15. The personnel worked more 
for their own interest than 
for farmers. (R) 14.0 76. 0 8. 0 2. 0 0. 0 
16. The personnel were always 
there when they were needed. 0.0 2. 0 8. 0 76. 0 4. 0 
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TsJ)le 77 : Attitudes toward lADP personnel: OVERALL 
Statement SDA 
% 
DA 
% 
N 
% 
A 
% 
SA 
% 
1. I felt comfortêible working 
with the lADP personnel. 0.0 2. 5 7. 0 78. 5 12. 0 
2. The personnel were very 
concerned éibout farmers* 
welfare. 0.0 5. 0 5. 0 81. 5 8. 5 
3. I always contacted the 
personnel for help. 0.0 2. 0 11. 0 80. 0 7. 0 
4. The personnel were know-
leageeible in their area 
of responsibilities. 0.0 1. 5 6. 5 84. 5 7. 5 
5. The personnel were not 
dedicated to their 
work. (R) 9.5 76. 0 9. 5 4. 5 0. 5 
6. The personnel showed 
respect towards farmers. 0.0 1. 0 4. 0 88. 5 6. 5 
7. The personnel were not 
willing to help solve 
farmers' problems. (R) 9.5 78. 0 7. 0 5. 5 0. 0 
8. The personnel were willing 
to visit farmers' farms. 0.0 3. 0 6. 5 80. 5 10. 0 
9. The personnel showed low 
performance in their 
everyday works. (R) 6.5 76. 0 11. 5 5. 5 0. 5 
10. The personnel provided good 
source of information. 0.5 2. 0 2. 5 87. 5 7. 5 
11. The personnel always provide 
me with useful suggestions. 0.0 2. 5 4. 5 84. 5 8. 5 
12. The personnel were biased 
in rendering services to 
farmers. (R) 7.0 71. 5 14. 0 7. 0 0. 5 
13. The personnel were always 
punctual in any meetings/ 
activities. 0.0 6. 0 9. 0 81. 0 4. 0 
14. It was very easy to meet 
the personnel. 0.0 2. 5 7. 0 85. 5 5. 0 
15. The personnel worked more 
for their own interest than 
for farmers. (R) 5.5 75. 5 12. 5 6. 0 0. 5 
16. The personnel were always 
there when they were needed. 0.5 3. 0 10. 0 80. 5 6. 0 
